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URBAN  MASS  TRANSPORTATION  ACT 
FY  1988-89  PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
FOR  SECTION  9 FUNDS 
FOR  ALL  URBANIZED  AREAS  WITHIN  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  REGION 


BACKGROUND 

In  1982  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Act  was  amended  to  include  a new  block 
grant  program  for  public  mass  transportation  under  Section  9.  The  Urban  Mass 
Transportation  Administration  (UMTA)  apportions  these  Section  9 funds  to  all 
of  the  urbanized  areas  In  the  nation.  The  funds  may  be  used  for  planning,  for 
capital  projects,  or  for  operating  assistance,  or  any  mix  of  these 
activities.  Under  this  program  an  agency  can  prepare  and  submit  a single 
application  and  budget  for  a block  grant  to  fund  a group  or  program  of 
projects.  Instead  of  preparing  several  applications  for  individual  projects, 
each  requiring  its  own  budget. 

State  law  designates  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  as  the 
regional  transportation  planning  agency  for  the  nine-county  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area.  MTC  is  also  the  designated  recipient  for  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
funds  for  the  two  largest  urbanized  areas  in  the  region  - San  Jose  and  San 
Francisco/Oakland.  The  Governor  of  the  State  of  California  serves  as  the 
designated  recipient  for  the  four  smaller  urbanized  areas  within  the  region  - 
Antioch/Pittsburg,  Napa,  Fairfield  and  Santa  Rosa.  Among  other  things,  the 
designated  recipient  is  required  to  develop  a program  of  projects  to  be  funded 
pursuant  to  Section  9,  in  consultation  with  Interested  parties  including 
private  transportation  providers.  Therefore,  MTC  has  developed  this  program 
of  projects  for  the  two  larger  urbanized  areas  within  the  region.  The  State, 
through  its  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans),  has  agreed  that  MTC 
should  also  develop  the  program  of  projects  for  the  four  smaller  urbanized 
areas  in  the  region. 

PROCESS 

MTC,  in  cooperation  with  public  mass  transportation  operating  agencies,  has 
prepared  this  proposed  FY  1988-89  Program  of  Projects  for  Section  9 funds  for 
all  of  the  urbanized  areas  within  the  region.  It  includes  projects  to  be 
Implemented  by:  the  Alameda  Contra  Costa  Transit  District  (AC  Transit);  the 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART);  the  California 
Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans);  the  Central  Contra  Costa  County 
Transit  Authority  (CCCTA);  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  & Transportation 
District  (GGBHTD);  the  Livermore  Amador  Valley  Transit  Authority  (LA VTA) ; the 
San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (SF  Muni);  the  San  Mateo  County  Transit 
District  (SamTrans);  the  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District  (SCCTD);  the 
cities  of  Santa  Rosa,  Napa,  Vallejo  and  Fairfield,  and  the  County  of  Sonoma. 
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Activities  Included  In  the  program  of  projects  are  intended  to  maintain  or 
improve  existing  transit  services  within  the  region.  Improvement  projects 
Include  the  construction,  reconstruction  and  rehabilitation  of  maintenance 
facilities,  the  purchase  of  transit  stations,  vehicles,  and  various  parts  and 
equipment,  and  other  capital  projects  to  improve  service  reliability,  capacity 
and  safety  of  the  region's  public  transportation  systems. 

Information  about  these  projects  has  been  furnished  by  the  respective  transit 
operators  to  private  transportation  providers  to  enable  them  to  provide 
comment  on  the  Program  of  Projects  at  the  public  hearing. 

The  total  cost  of  the  Program  of  Projects  Is  based  on  an  estimated  federal 
appropriation  for  the  Section  9 Program  for  FY  1989,  plus  some  carryover  of 
prior  year  funds.  Negotiations  are  in  progress  for  the  possible  purchase  of 
unused  Section  9 funds  from  other  urbanized  areas  in  the  country  for  use  in 
the  San  Jose  urbanized  area.  In  the  absence  of  federal  appropriations  or 
actual  apportionments,  HTC  has  estimated  the  some  $64  million  will  be 
available  for  use  within  the  San  Francisco-Oakland  and  San  Jose  urbanized 
areas,  with  an  additional  $2  million  available  for  use  In  the  four  smaller 
urbanized  areas  - Santa  Rosa,  Napa,  Fairfield  and  Antioch-Pi ttsburg.  In  the 
event  that  actual  appropriations  are  markedly  lower  than  what  HTC  has 
estimated,  the  Section  9 program  will  be  subject  to  reevaluation.  Cutbacks 
may  eliminate  some  projects  from  the  program  and  reduce  the  funding  for  others. 

PROGRAM  DESCRIPTION 

All  of  the  projects  Included  in  the  Section  9 Program  of  Projects  for  the 
1988-89  Fiscal  Year  are  listed  by  transit  operator  for  each  urbanized  area. 

The  list  shows  the  cost  and  amount  of  current  year  Section  9 funds  needed  for 
each  project,  and  serves  as  an  Index  to  the  Individual  Project  Justification 
Worksheets.  The  Project  Justification  Worksheets  provide  the  following 
detailed  information: 

* the  name  of  the  implementing  transit  agency 

* the  project  name 

* the  project  description.  Including  the  nature  of  the  project  and  the 
amount  and  kind  of  equipment  to  be  purchased,  or  the  location  and 
extent  of  construction  or  rehabilitation 

* a project  class  code  identifying  the  capital  Items  Involved  in 
standard  nomenclature 

* references  to  the  location  of  the  project  In  the  operator's  latest 
Short  Range  Transit  Plan  (SRTP)  and  MTC's  Transportation  Improvement 
Program  (TIP) 

* the  proposed  funding  for  the  project,  showing  sources  and  amounts  of 
federal  funds  and  required  local  match 

* any  prior  UMTA  funding,  with  both  sources  and  amounts 

* the  type  and  status  of  any  environmental  assessment 

* a private  sector  participation  compliance  checklist 

* the  planning  justification  for  the  project 
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URBANIZED  AREA 

SAN  FRANCI SCO-QAKLAND 

APPORTIONMENT:  FT  1987-88  Carryover  SO 

FY  1988-89  Estimate  $74,153,760 


Total  $74,153,760 

DESIGNATED  RECIPIENT: 

Metropolitan  Transp.  Commi ssion 


UTMA  Sec. 9 

emulative 

Local 

Total 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 

(Dol lars) 

Total 

Match 

1988-89  Cost 

OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 

AC  TRANSIT 

6,868,773 

BART 

0 

CALTRANS 

595,276 

CCCTA 

1,292,194 

GGBHTD 

1,606,536 

SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNI 

8,025,354 

SAMTRANS 

1,497,798 

VALLEJO 

195,276 

Subtotal 

20,081,207 

20,081,207 

CAPITAL  PROJECTS 

MTC 

Cal  train  Station  Relocation 

1,200,000 

300,000 

1,500,000 

BART  Ext  to  SF  Airport  EIS 

1,600,000 

400,000 

2,000,000 

Subtotal 

2,800,000 

700,000 

3,500,000 

AC  TRANSIT 

56  40-ft  Replacement  Buses 

8,090,880 

22,881,207 

2,022,720 

10,113,600 

Refurbish  lifts 

1,418,888 

354,722 

1,773,610 

24  Service  Veh  Replacement 

300,112 

75,028 

375,140 

Auto  Veh  Monitoring  System 

2,652,000 

663,000 

3,315,000 

Subtotal 

12,461,880 

3,115,470 

15,577,350 

BART 

Maint/Svc  Vehicles  and  Equip 

4,644,464 

35,343,087 

1,161,116 

5,805,580 

Colma  Design 

6,744,000 

1,686,000 

8,430,000 

Subtotal 

11,388,464 

2,847,116 

14,235,580 

CAL  TRAIN 

Track  Rehabilitation  (SFO) 

1,548,344 

46,731,551 

387,086 

1,935,430 

Subtotal 

1,548,344 

387,086 

1,935,430 

48,279,895 
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CCCTA 


7 Replacement  Buses 

1,011,360 

252,840 

1,264,200 

3 Won-Rev  Veh  Replacement 

48,512 

12,128 

60,640 

Replacement  Wheelchair  Lifts 

198,452 

49,613 

248,065 

Replacement  Copiers 

35,280 

8,820 

44,100 

Coin  Counter 

28,224 

7,056 

35,280 

Subtotal 

1,321,828 

49,601,723 

330,457 

1,652,285 

GGBHTD 

30  Replacement  Buses 

5,292,000 

1,323,000 

6,615,000 

Ferry  Engine  Replacement 

484,800 

121,200 

606,000 

28  Non-Rev  Veh  Replacement 

344,400 

86,100 

430,500 

Communications  Equipment 

996,660 

249,165 

1,245,825 

Subtotal 

7,117,860 

56,719,583 

1,779,465 

8,897,325 

LAVTA 

Bus  Purchase  Authority 

0 

0 

0 

Subtotal 

0 

0 

0 

S.F.  MUNI 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

105,084 

56,719,583 

26,271 

131,355 

New  Fareboxes 

0 

0 

0 

Trolley  Ovhd  Rehab:  30  Stktn 

2,816,092 

704,023 

3,520,115 

Storage/Maint.  Facilities  Rehab. 

6,051,280 

1,512,820 

7,564,100 

Woods  Redevelopment 

0 

0 

0 

24th  and  Utah  Facility  Rehab 

607,700 

151,925 

759,625 

J/M  Layover  Track 

1,869,840 

467,460 

2,337,300 

Revenue  Center  & Equipment 

0 

0 

0 

Cable  Car  Improvements 

233,732 

58,433 

292,165 

Service  Vehicles  and  Sedans 

1,323,000 

330,750 

1,653,750 

Maintenance  & Repair  Equip 

2,076,232 

519,058 

2,595,290 

Data  Processing  & Office  Equip 

198,448 

49,612 

248.060 

Subtotal 

15,281,408 

72,000,991 

3,820,352 

19,101,760 

SAMTRANS 

7 Expansion  Buses 

1,011,360 

252,840 

1,264,200 

Subtotal 

1,011,360 

73,012,351 

252,840 

1,264,200 

VALLEJO 

Management  Info  System 

154,352 

38,588 

192,940 

2 Non- Rev  Veh  Replacement 

40,924 

10,231 

51,155 

Maint  Tools,  Equip,  and  Furniture 

233,100 

58,275 

291,375 

Subtotal 

428,376 

107,094 

535,470 

73,440,727 


SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/ 
Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission 

Program  Number  CA-90- 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1989: 

Carryover  funds 
Transfer  funds 
Carryover  transfer  funds 
Total  funds  available 


$74,153,760 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

$74,153,760 


Project  Description  Local  Federal  Total 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 

NONE 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 

NONE 

III.  PLANNING  (80/20  funding): 


1.  BART  Extension  to  SFO, 
AA/DEIS/DEIR 

$400,000 

$1,600,000 

$2,000,000 

2.  CalTrain  Station 

Relocation  EIS 

$300,000 

$1 ,200,000 

$1 ,500,000 

TOTALS: 

$700,000 

$2,800,000 

$3,500,000 

IV.  CONTINGENCY  PROJECTS 

NONE 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  BART  Extension  to  San  Francisco  International  Airport 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Conduct  Alternatives  Analysis  and  Prepare 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Long  Range  Planning 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  N/A  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  N/A 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,600,000  UMTA  Section  9: 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  $ 400,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $2,000,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 

7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  _X_Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of 
these  Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference:  NA 
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12.  PLANNING  AND  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 


This  project  was  added  to  the  list  of  candidate  New  Rail  Starts  and 
Transit  Extensions  Program  as  a result  of  the  update  to  that  program 
approved  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  in  the  Spring  of 
1988.  The  study  will  evaluate  a variety  of  transportation  system 
alternatives  and  assess  the  impacts  on  the  social,  economic  and  physical 
environment  resulting  from  extending  the  BART  system  from  its  terminus  to 
Daly  City  to  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Relocate  the  San  Francisco  CalTrain  Station 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Prepare  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Long  Range  Planning 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,200,000  UMTA  Section  9: 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 300,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,500,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 

7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 

as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  N/A 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference:  NA 
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12.  PLANNING  AND  JUSTIFICATION  BENEFITS 


This  project  was  added  to  the  list  of  candidate  New  Rail  Starts  and 
Transit  Extensions  Program  as  a result  of  the  update  to  that  program 
approved  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  in  the  Spring  of 
1988.  The  study  will  examine  the  impacts  on  the  social,  economic  and 
physical  environment  resulting  from  relocating  the  San  Francisco  CalTrain 
Station. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/ 

Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Alameda  Contra  Costa  Transit 
Di strict 

Program  Number  CA-90- 


Proiect  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Replace  56  Standard  Buses 

2.  Refurbish  Passenger  Lifts 

3.  Replace  24  Service  Vehicles 

4.  Acquire  Automatic  Vehicle 

Monitoring  System 

Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 


Total s 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $74,153,760 

Carryover  funds  -0- 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $74,153,760 


Local  Federal  Total 


$2,022,720 

$8,090,880 

$10,113,600 

354,722 

1 ,418,888 

1 ,773,610 

75,028 

300,112 

375,140 

663,000 

2,652,000 

3,315,000 

$3,115,470 

$12,461 ,880 

$15,577,350 

$70,539,000 

$6,868,773 

$77,407,773 

$73,654,470 

$19,330,653 

$92,985,123 

*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  A1 ameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  1 - 56  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  56  Replacement  Buses 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  VI 1-2 1 -VI 1-25  & D-14  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $8,090,880  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $2,022,720  Toll  Bridge  Net  Revenues 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $10,113,600 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

CEQA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b) (20) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  H 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of 
these  Impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  District's  Bus  Replacement  Progam  prescribes  the  replacement  of  buses 
that  have  exceeded  their  useful  life.  The  Program  establishes  an 
acceptable  bus  life  of  12  years  and  identifies  those  buses  that  need 
replacement.  The  SRTP  presents  current  status  and  future  replacement 
needs  and  establishes  an  even  replacement  program  for  an  active  fleet  of 
830  buses  with  a vehicle  life  of  12  years.  An  even  bus  replacement 
program  calls  for  69  bus  replacements  each  year.  However,  because  of  the 
new  buses  obtained  over  the  last  few  years,  the  District  will  continue  to 
use  the  smaller  bus  replacement  number  (56  buses)  until  it  determines 
that  the  larger  number  should  be  used. 

Currently  the  District  has  approximately  320  buses  which  exceed  the  12 
year  standard.  The  buses  to  be  replaced  annually  over  the  next  5 years 
more  than  exceed  the  12  year  standard  (average  age  at  time  of  funding  * 

14  years)  and  have  a documented  history  of  maintenance  malfunctions. 
Annually  the  maintenance  history  of  the  buses  will  be  reviewed  to 
determine  which  buses  will  be  replaced.  Age  will  be  a factor.  However, 
those  buses  over  12  years  old  requiring  extensive  maintenance  will  be 
replaced  in  the  first  program  year.  A list  of  buses  to  be  replaced  will 
be  updated  and  submitted  annually  with  the  Section  9 application. 

The  purchase  of  replacement  buses  shall  include  approximately  3 spare 
engine/transmission  packages.  The  additional  3 spare  engine/transmission 
packages  will  bring  the  total  number  of  spare  packages  for  the  District's 
830  coach  fleet  in  conformance  with  UMTA  standards  as  established  under 
Section  3 and  Section  9 - 9030.1,  Appendix  D.  Buses  will  be  equipped 
with  electronic  fareboxes,  two-way  radios,  electronic  headsigns,  brake 
retarders  and  wheelchair  lifts  and  appropriate  accessories. 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year 

project.  However,  purchasing  replacement  buses  is  an  ongoing 
annual  project  that  the  operator  continues  to  assign  high 
priori ty. 
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B.  Project  Merit 


1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as  it  will 
enable  the  District  to  maintain  a fleet  of  buses  that  is  safe, 
reliable  and  comfortable. 

2.  This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system 
productivity  and  efficiency  as  the  units  replaced  each  year 
will  be  those  that  have  shown  themselves  to  be  the  most  costly 
of  the  fleet  to  maintain  at  an  appropriate  service  level. 

3.  This  project  addresses  significant  regional  goals  or  policies. 
The  buses  being  replaced  are  not  In  most  cases  lift  equipoped. 

4.  This  project  will  Involve  the  replacement  of  buses  for 
maintaining  existing  service  according  to  a planned  replacement 
program  as  previously  noted. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  A1 ameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  9 - Replace  Lifts 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace/rehabilitate  unreliable  bus  lifts 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  VI 1-21  & VII32  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY  88-89 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,418,888  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 354,722  Toll  Bridge  Net  Revenues 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,773,610 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

CEQA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(b)(4) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  H 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 


( 6797a/9) 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Approximately  500  coaches  out  of  850  are  equipped  with  EEC  or  Vapor 
Lifts.  The  majority  of  the  lifts  were  purchased  in  the  early  1 980 ' s . 
These  lifts  were  some  of  the  first  models  produced  when  the  technology 
was  new.  Presently,  we  are  experiencing  multiple  maintenance  problems 
with  these  lifts.  In  this  fiscal  year,  the  District  has  received 
overwhelming  public  criticism  regarding  the  reliability  of  our  wheelchair 
lifts.  Including  several  Incidents  where  E&H  patrons  were  Injured  as  a 
result  of  malfunctioning  lift  equipment. 

Thus,  extensive  replacement  is  required  to  achieve  the  reliability  we 
expect,  and  which  the  E&H  passenger  deserves.  We  have,  therefore,  moved 
up  our  calendar  for  starting  the  replacement  process  to  FY  1988-89  by 
reprogramming  requested  funding  from  two  other  projects,  the  Yerba  Buena 
Passenger  Station  Improvements  (AC8)  and  the  Upgrade  Fare  Collection 
System  (AC3) . 

We  plan  to  accomplish  this  project  In  2 phases.  We  will  Initially 
replace  approximtely  100  units  with  the  funding  programmed  for  FY  1988-89 
and  another  115  units  with  the  funding  programmed  for  FY  1990-91.  Along 
with  the  annual  replacement  of  buses,  this  program  will  allow  us  to  have 
a lift  equipped  fleet  with  the  majority  of  the  buses  having  highly 
reliable  equipment  within  the  next  5 years. 

This  lift  program  is  compatible  with  the  new  Federal  504  regulation  and 
also  complies  with  the  state  accessibly  regulations.  We  have  met  with 
various  representatives  of  Elderly  & Handicapped  Accessbily  groups 
regarding  the  development  of  an  improvement  program  for  our  bus  lifts  and 
have  their  full  support  for  this  project  as  presented. 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  This  project  is  Phase  I of  a two  phase  multi-year  project. 

b.  project. Merit 

1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as  It  will 
enable  AC  Transit  to  further  its  work  toward  the  State  mandated 
98X  reliability  rate  which  will  allow  operators  to  more  closely 
adhere  to  their  assigned  schedules  and  allow  more  timely  access 
to  service  for  the  lift  consumer. 
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2. 


This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system 
productivity  and  efficiency  as  a result  of  providing  the 
operator  with  very  reliable  lift  equipment.  The  goal  is  to 
have  the  system  1001  accessible  service  by  1990-91.  The 
efficiency  of  the  system  would  be  severely  jeopardized  without 
reliable  lift  equipment. 

3.  This  project  will  directly  address  a significant  regional  goal 
of  Elderly  & Handicapped  accessibility. 

4.  This  project  involves  replacement  for  maintaining  existing 
servi ce. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  A1 ameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  2 - 24  Service  Vehicle  Replacement 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  24  Auto  and  Service  Vehicles 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (3)  Service  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  VII-21  & VII-26-28  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $300,112  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  $ 75,028  Toll  Bridge  Net  Revenues 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $375,140 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

CEQA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b) (20) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix  H 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 

regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  non-revenue  Vehicle  Replacement  Program  for  the  District  includes 
automobiles,  trucks  and  vans  necessary  to  support  bus  service.  To 
continually  maintain  a reliable  fleet  of  non-revenue  vehicles  which  will 
efficiently  meet  the  future  needs  and  requirements  of  the  District, 
vehicles  having  operated  more  than  100,000  miles  will  be  replaced.  Many 
of  the  automobiles  and  service  vehicles  being  replaced  under  this  program 
exceed  100,000  miles.  These  vehicles  have  a history  of  continual  and 
repeated  maintenance  problems.  It  is  more  cost  effective  for  the 
District  to  replace  these  vehicles. 

The  District  has  an  established  and  enforced  non-revenue  Vehicle  Program 
which  adheres  to  UMTA  regulations  regarding  the  use  of  non-revenue 
vehicles.  Internal  mechanisms  effectively  monitor  the  actual  use  of 
these  vehicles  and  the  District  is  prepared  to  certify  that  the  vehicles 
purchased  under  this  grant  appplication  will  conform  to  UMTA  procedures. 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year 

project.  However,  auto  and  service  replacement  is  part  of  an 
annual  on-going  annual  project  that  the  operator  continues  to 
assign  high  priority. 

B.  Project  Merit 

1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as  a fleet  of 
reliable  non-revenue  service  vehicles  is  necessary  to  the 
adequate  support  of  bus  service. 

2.  This  project  will  directy  produce  benefits  to  system 
productivity  and  efficiency  through  enabling  the  District  to 
maintain  a reliable  fleet  of  non-revenue  vehicles  which  will 
efficiently  meet  the  future  needs  and  requirements  of  the 
District  transit  system. 

3.  This  project  will  not  directly  address  significant  or  regional 
goals  or  pol i ci es . 

4.  This  project  will  involve  replacement  of  service  vehicles  used 
in  support  of  existing  service  according  to  a planned 
replacement  program  as  previously  noted. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  A1 ameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  4 - Auto  Vehicle  Monitoring  System 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Provide  continuous  information  feedback  on 

location  of  buses  and  progress  in  traffic 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (11)  Revenue  Vehicle  Movement  Control 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $2,652,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 633,000  Toll  Bridge  Net  Revenues 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $3,315,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 5(b) (4) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Automatic  Vehicle  Monitors 

An  Automatic  Vehicle  Monitoring  (AVM)  system  can  help  to  optimize  the 
operation  of  vehicles  by  increasing  the  control  and  effectiveness  of 
operations.  Such  systems  improve  control  through  continuous  feedback  of 
information  on  the  location  of  buses  and  their  progress  in  traffic,  a 
continuous  global  monitoring  of  the  system  from  the  central  radio  room 
(Central  Dispatch).  Supervisors  and  other  support  personnel  can  be 
dispatched  directly  to  a problem  as  it  begins  to  build  up,  rather  than 
wait  for  it  to  occur  and  get  reported.  More  informed  adjustments  to  the 
service  are  made.  It  also  can  enable  senior  operations  managers  a more 
detailed  but  global  and  real-time  picture  of  that  portion  of  the  service 
for  which  he/she  is  responsible.  The  mileage  monitor  program  works 
effectively  with  these  systems  to  verify  bus  location  along  a route  by 
measuring  the  distance  of  travel  and  comparing  it  against  the  known  route 
length.  Also  monitorable  is  wheelchair  lift  usage  as  to  occurence, 
location,  time,  and  duration  of  lift  activity. 

From  the  standpoint  of  passengers,  the  transit  operator  would  be  able  to 
maintain  more  reliable  service,  provide  connections  (thus  reducing 
waiting  time),  and  supply  real-time  information  to  passengers  and  to 
information  center  staff  handling  inquiries. 

An  AVM  system  can  also  improve  passenger  security  in  the  event  of  trouble 
and  provide  faster  response  in  the  event  of  assaults  or  other 
disturbances  on  the  bus.  Knowing  exactly  where  the  bus  is  and  whether  it 
is  moving  or  stationary  enables  much  faster  response  by  police,  security 
and  supervisors.  Fewer  support  units  are  required  for  the  with  known 
location,  freeing  the  others  to  better  manage  the  System. 

From  the  transit  operator's  standpoint,  an  AVM  system  can  produce 
economic  benefits  in  the  form  of  reduced  mileage  and  labor,  because  it 
allows  a better  control  strategy.  Improved  service  should,  in  turn, 
develop  new  ridership.  Cost  benefits  are  more  difficult  to  quantify; 
however,  the  security  benefit  alone  has  encouraged  AC  Transit  to  pursue 
this  project. 

If  funded,  the  District  would  initiate  this  project  by  assigning 
personnel  to  do  a comprehensive  feasibility  study  that  would  analyze 
types  of  AVM  systems  and  cost  benefits.  The  District  is  presently 
bringing  on  line  a concept  evaluation  prototype  that  utilizes  41  buses 
and  20  street-side  transmitters,  which  enable  dynamic  real-time 
operations  management  and  automated  detailed  daily  reports.  Location 
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in  the  case  of  an  emergency  is  automatically  provided  to  the  radio  room 
(Central  Dispatch)  and  is  continuously  updated  until  the  event  is 
cleared.  Wheelchair  lift  usage  on  these  coaches  is  automatically 
recorded  and  reported  daily.  The  prototype  and  the  various  available 
technologies  will  be  the  subject  of  this  comprehensive  feasibility  study. 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  This  project  is  n£i  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year 
project  previously  given  high  priority. 

B.  Projecl..  Merit 

1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as  the 
District  will  be  able  to  maintain  more  reliable  service, 
provide  better  connections  (thus  reducing  waiting  time),  and 
supply  real-time  Information  to  passengers  and  to  Information 
center  staff  handling  public  Inquiries.  An  AVM  system  can  also 
Improve  passenger  security  in  the  event  of  trouble  and  provide 
a faster  response  in  the  event  of  assaults  or  other 
disturbances  on  the  bus. 

2.  This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system 
productivity  and  efficiency  in  the  form  of  reduced  mileage  and 
labor  because  it  allows  a better  control  strategy.  Improved 
service  should,  in  turn,  develop  new  ridership.  Over  the  above 
this  is  the  security  benefit  which  alone  has  encouraged  the 
District  to  pursue  this  project. 

3.  This  project  addresses  taking  stronger  security  measures  which 
has  become  a significant  regional  goal,  and  providing  more 
reliable  connections  at  Interoperator  transfer  points. 

4.  This  project  will  not  include  replacement  or  rehabilitation  for 
maintaining  existing  service. 

Since  the  early  1970's  there  has  been  a high  level  of  Interest  in  AVM 
systems  for  use  by  police,  mass  transit  and  other  vehicle  fleet  users. 
Studies  conducted  by  UMTA  and  various  other  Investigators  Indicate  a 
potential  cost  and  service  benefit  from  the  application  of  AVM  technology 
to  provide  Improved  control  and  management  of  vehicle  fleet  operations. 

A transit  AVM  system  continuously  determines  the  location  and  status  of 
all  instrumented  buses.  Location  and  status  data  are  used  to  provide  the 
following  Information: 

Real-time  schedule  and  headway  Information  to  the  controller. 

Real-time  schedule  performance  to  the  operator. 

A signal  to  the  controller,  generated  covertly  by  the  operator  to 
Indicate  an  emergency  condition  on  the  bus. 

Real-time  monitoring  of  mechanical  or  electrical  vehicle  functions 
at  central  control  (including  wheelchair  lift  deployment,  location 
and  duration). 

Management  Information  reports  to  assist  transit  operations, 
maintenance  managers  and  planners. 
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Can  provide  prospective  passengers,  at  stops,  with  real-time  data  on  the 
type  of  service  and  arrival  time  of  the  next  transit  vehicle. 

Real-time  schedule  information  for  use  in  Automatic  Transit  Telephone 
Information  Service  and/or  to  aid  in  effecting  connections  with  other 
transit  vehicles. 

Implementation  of  the  AVM  system  can  proceed  in  a modular  fashion  from  any 
starting  point  with  previously  installed  communications  equipment  being 
integrated  into  the  AVM  system.  A full  capability  AVM  system  includes  the 
following  systems: 

Voice  Communications 
Digital  Data  Communications 
Location  Monitoring 
Data  Processing  and  Displays 

Systems  may  be  implemented  incrementally  until  full  capability  is  obtained. 

At  AC  Transit,  since  voice  radio  capabilities,  digital  data  communications  and 
data  processing  technologies  already  exist,  the  other  subsystems  can  be  added 
to  the  existing  communications  equipment.  Installation  of  the  AVM  equipment 
is  modular  and  makes  use  of  the  existing  radio  voice  and  data  communications 
hardware. 

The  capabilities  and  benefits  of  this  system  at  each  level  of  implementation 
are  described  briefly  below: 

1 . Voi ce-Onl v 

This  can  provide  the  controller  and  the  operator  the  ability  to 
communicate  vital  operational  and  safety-related  information. 

2 . Voice  and  Digital  Data  Communication 

Provides  the  capability  to  transmit  emergency  messages,  status 
messages  (mechanical  alarms,  run  number,  etc.),  and  impose 
discipline  on  voice  circuits  via  "Request  to  Talk,"  and  "Selective 
CalT1  functions. 

3 . Voice  and  Digital  Communications  with  Location  Data 

The  addition  of  location  information  permits  determination  of 
schedule  and  headway  adherence,  which  can  be  used  by  the  controller 
to  improve  service.  Also  knowledge  of  vehicle  location  is  vital  in 
responding  to  an  emergency  alarm. 

AC  Transit  does  not  need  to  implement  a new  mobile  communication  system,  since 
the  District  has  already  implemented  a system  with  both  voice  and  digital 
communication  capabilities.  The  existing  system  will  be  upgraded  by  adding 
the  Automatic  Vehicle  Monitoring  system. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/  Estimated  Apportionment 

Oakland  for  FY  1989:  $74,153,760 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Carryover  funds  -0- 

Transportation  Commission  Transfer  funds  -0- 

Grantee:  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $74,153,760 

Program  Number  CA-90- 


II. 


Project  Description 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Colma  Station  Preliminary 

Engineering  & Design 

2.  Purchase  Maintenance/Service 

Vehicles  & Equipment 


Subtotal  Capital 
OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 
NONE 


Total s 


Local  Federal 


$1,686,000* 

1,161,116 

$2,847,116 

$2,847,116 


$6,744,000 

4,644,464 

$11,388,464 

$11,388,464 


$8,430,000 

5,805,580 

$14,235,580 

$14,235,580 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  BART 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Colma  Station 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  station  will  be  located  in  Colma  at  the  end  of 
the  newly  constructed  turnback  adjacent  to  the  Daly  City  yard.  A bus  bay 
and  ki ss-and-ride  area  will  be  located  on  the  east  side  of  the  statiorv 
platform,  parking  facilities  on  the  west  side,  and  a 1,400  space  parking 
garage  over  the  yard.  In  addition,  there  will  be  four  off-street  parking 
areas  and  a turnback  that  extends  1,630  feet  south  of  the  station 
platform. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  6 and  7 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1987,  Vol . II  pp.  58  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-55 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $6,744,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $1,686,000  San  Mateo  Sales  Tax 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $8,480,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS:  Draft  EIR  dated  December  1987  prepared  in  accordance  with 
the  California  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1972. 

NEPA  STATUS:  Draft  EIS  has  been  prepared  pursuant  to  Section  102(2)(c), 
PL91-190  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
and  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Act  of  1964. 

*11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

No  X Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

*Any  Conract  or  contracts  to  be  let  will  adhere  to  BART's  established 
competitive  bidding  guidelines  as  set  forth  in  the  Procurement  Process, 
revised  September  17,  1985. 
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c.  Are  the  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  Impediments? 

Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Recently,  BART,  along  with  San  Mateo  County  adopted  principles  of 
agreement  to  extend  the  BART  system  to  the  San  Francisco  Airport.  The 
first  phase  of  this  extension  will  be  the  Colma  Station.  This  grant 
application  will  provide  funding  for  the  preliminary  engineering  and 
final  design  of  the  Colma  Station.  The  Colma  Station  is  Included  as  part 
of  the  SFO  extension,  in  MTC  Resolution  No.  1876  on  new  starts. 


-26- 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  BART 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replace  Maintenance/Service  Vehicles  & Equipment 

(79—,  79B — ) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Procure  replacement  maintenance/service  vehicles 

and  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (3)  Service  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Vol . II  pp.  4,  20,  79  & 80  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $4,644,464  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $1,161,116 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $5,805,580 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None  (Some  projects  carried  over  from  82-83) 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(b)  Class  II  CE  (23) 

CEQA  STATUS:  15301  Existing  Facilities  Class  I 

*11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 

* Any  contract  or  contracts  to  be  let  will  adhere  to  BART's  established 
competitive  bidding  guidelines  as  set  forth  in  the  Procurement  Process, 
revised  September  17,  1985. 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

1.  Mai ntenance/Servi ce  Vehicles 

2.  Maintenance  Equipment 

Properly  operating  maintenance/service  vehicles  and  equipment  assist  BART 
in  providing  safe,  comfortable,  reliable  and  efficient  service. 

BART's  maintenance  equipment  gradually  becomes  worn  from  age  and  usage. 
Eventually  it  becomes  economical  to  replace  the  old  equipment  rather  than 
repair  it.  The  ongoing  equipment  replacement  program  assures  that  old, 
worn-out  equipment  is  replaced  in  a timely  manner  to  minimize  overall 
costs  and  ensure  personnel  safety.  If  this  equipment  is  not  replaced, 
overall  costs  will  increase  and  maintenance  crews  will  be  disrupted  by 
failed  equipment. 

This  maintenance  equipment  includes  such  Items  as  electric  and  pneumatic 
grinders  and  hand  tools,  portable  light  and  power  generator  sets,  light 
towers,  air  compressors,  electric  carts  for  transporting  personnel  and 
material,  commercial  lawnmowers,  ground  maintenance  equipment,  vacuums, 
floor  scrubbers,  polishers  and  various  floor  maintenance  equipment;  shop 
equipment  such  as  jacks,  jack  stands,  saws,  drills,  engine  test 
equipment,  electric  and  electronic  meters,  gauges,  test  instruments  and 
equipment. 

BART  has  a fleet  of  light-duty  highway  vehicles  to  transport  personnel 
and  necessary  equipment  to  work  sites  in  the  District.  In  addition,  BART 
police  and  District  personnel  use  sedans  for  regular  duties.  These 
vehicles  are  selected  for  replacement  according  to  a consistent  procedure 
developed  by  BART  staff.  Generally,  the  policy  requires  that  sedans  and 
pickups  must  be  replaced  after  70,000  miles  and  vans  and  police  cars 
after  90,000  miles.  At  current  usage  rates,  an  average  of  40  light-duty 
vehicles  must  be  replaced  each  year.  On  the  average,  this  is  equivalent 
to  replacing  each  vehicle  every  five  years.  However,  heavily  used 
vehicles  are  replaced  more  often  while  lightly  used  vehicles  are  replaced 
less  often. 

Heavy-duty  maintenance  vehicles  also  need  periodic  replacement. 
Maintenance  personnel  use  these  vehicles,  which  include  diesel  trucks, 
tractors,  and  track-maintenance  vehicles,  to  repair  and  maintain  BART's 
physical  plant  and  to  respond  to  emergencies.  These  vehicle  costs  and 
useful  lives  vary  widely. 
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Annual  replacement  needs  and  costs  vary  accordingly.  The  ongoing  vehicle 
replacement  program  assures  that  all  support  vehicles  are  replaced  in  a 
cost-effective  manner.  Without  this  program,  continued  use  of  overage 
vehicles  would  increase  maintenance  and  other  costs,  as  well  as 
safety-hazards  to  personnel . 

An  inventory  of  the  equipment  and  vehicles  to  be  replaced  will  be 
provided  with  the  grant  application. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/ 
Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  California  Department  of 
Transportation 
Program  Number  CA-90- 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $74,153,760 

Carryover  funds  -0- 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $74,153,760 


Project  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Track  Rehabilitation 
Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 
Total s 


Local  Federal  Total 


$387,086 

$387,086 

$5,719,412 

$6,106,498 


$1 ,548,344 
$1,548,344 

$595,276 

$2,143,620 


$1 ,935,430 
$1 .935,430 

$6,314,688 

$8,250,118 


*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1 . OPERATOR:  Caltrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Track  Rehabilitation 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

At  ten  (10)  locations  improve  road  crossing  warning  device  & rehabilitate 
grade  crossings;  replace  worn  tracks  with  continuous  welded  rail;  surface 
track  replace  ties;  and  restore  tracks  at  five  stations. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  183  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,548,344  (SFO)  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $387,086 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $3,431,680 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $5,795,868  1987-88  Sec.  9 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  (CE)  23  CFR  Part  771  Paragraph  771.117  (a)  (18)  (NR) 

CEQA  STATUS:  (CE)  California  Public  Resources  Code  Sec.  21080  (b) 

(11)  (NR) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Pq.  233 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference Note:  Southern  Pacific 

Transportation  Co 
wi 1 1 perform  al 1 
construction. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _Note:  Southern  Pacific 

Transportation  Co 
wi 1 1 perform  al 1 
construction . 


3828a  779 


-31- 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

In  FY  1982/83,  Caltrans  contracted  with  Southern  Pacific  to  rehabilitate 
tracks  and  tunnels  on  the  Peninsula  line.  The  total  cost  of  the  contract 
was  about  $2.5  million;  Caltrans  paid  52  percent  and  SP  paid  the  remaining 
48  percent.  During  FY  1987-88,  Caltrans  and  SP  developed  a 3-year 
comprehensive  Track  Capital  Improvement  Program  defining  track  work 
necessary  to  support  CalTrain  service.  Federal  funds  are  being  requested 
to  continue  the  second  year  (FY  1988/89)  of  the  track  program.  SP  will 
also  contribute  to  the  project,  their  percentage  share  is  currently  being 
negotiated.  Projects  include  rehabilitation  of  road  grade  crossings  by 
installing  continuous  welded  rail  (CWR)  at  ten  locations;  rehabilitate 
station  area  tracks  at  five  stations  by  replacement  of  fouled  ballast  and 
any  necessary  ties,  and  install  CWR:  surface  track  and  replace  ties  at 
various  locations;  rehabilitate  tracks  on  curves  with  installation  of 
appropriate  lubricators  at  various  locations;  and  install  road  crossing 
warning  devices  at  ten  locations  (funding  through  the  FHWA  Sect.  130 
Program).  These  projects  are  above  and  beyond  routine  daily  maintenance 
SP  provides  as  part  of  the  Caltrans/SP  Master  Agreement. 

The  grade  crossing  rehabilitation  projects  will  include  replacing  old  work 
jointed  rail  with  continuous  welded  rail.  Continuous  welded  rail  will 
provide  a smoother  and  quieter  ride  for  rail  passengers.  Ballast,  tie, 
rail  and  roadbed  rehabilitation  will  provide  a smoother  ride,  enhance 
passenger  safety,  and  ensure  continuance  of  operating  speeds.  Continuous 
welded  rail  is  cheaper  to  maintain  than  jointed  rail.  Frequent 
maintenance  (Some  portions  of  rail  is  over  40  years  old)  can  disrupt  train 
schedules  and  operation  speeds. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/ 

Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit 
Authori ty 

Program  Number  CA-90- 


I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1 . Replace  7 buses  and 

Related  Equipment 

2.  Replace  3 Service  Vehicles 

3.  Replace  Wheelchair  Lifts 

4.  Replace  Office  Copiers 

5.  Purchase  Coin  Counter 
Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 


Total s 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $74,153,760 

Carryover  funds  -0- 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $74,153,760 


Local 

Federal 

-Total 

$252,840 

$1 ,011,360 

$1 ,264,200 

12,128 

48,512 

60,640 

49,613 

198,452 

248,065 

8,820 

35,280 

44,100 

7,056 

28,224 

35,280 

$330,457 

$1 ,321 ,828 

$1  ,652,235 

$9,992,546 

$1 ,292,194 

$11,284,740 

$10,323,003 

$2,614,022 

$12,937,025 

*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  CC3  7 Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  7 CCCTA  buses  related  equiment  including 

fareboxes,  headsigns,  air  conditioning,  wheelchair  lifts,  and  radios  as 
well  as  spare  engine  packages.  Project  is  a continuation  of  a multi-year 
project  to  replace  Chance  coaches  and  has  been  revised,  as  per  TOCC 
agreement,  to  include  5 additional  revenue  vehicle  replacements. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New/used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  VII-5 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  14 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,011,360  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 252,840 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,264,200 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301  (R); 

CEQA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 5(b) (20) (R) . 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  Involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference:  See  #12  Project 

Justification 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference:  See  #12  Project 

Justification 

c.  Are  the  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Per  agreement  by  the  TOCC  Transit  Capital  Planning  Task  Force,  CCCTA  is 
revising  its  1988/89  project  submittal  to  include  the  replacement  of  5 
additional  vehicles.  The  original  submittal  completed  a multi-year 
program  by  replacing  the  2 remaining  Chance  coaches. 

The  addition  of  5 buses  is  due  to  shortfalls  in  the  amount  of  funding 
available  in  FY  1986/87  and  1987/88  to  purchase  12  and  16  buses, 
respectively.  In  the  current  program,  CCCTA  received  $1,800,000  (total 
including  UMTA  and  local  match)  to  buy  12  buses  (2  replacement  and  10 
expansion).  For  1987/88  CCCTA  is  programmed  to  receive  a total  of 
$2,520,000  to  purchase  16  buses  (6  replacement  and  10  expansion).  Recent 
bid  prices,  from  October  1987,  indicate  that  the  "current"  price  is 
approximatey  $174,360  compared  to  a program  budget  of  $150,000  per  bus. 
Based  on  this  experience,  CCCTA  will  have  enough  money  to  buy  only  10  of 
the  12  buses  included  in  the  1986/87  program. 

We  estimate  that  we  will  experience  a shortfall  of  3 additional  buses  in 
1987/88  and  will  be  able  to  buy  only  13  of  the  16  buses  programmed  for 
that  year.  This  estimate  is  based  on  inflating  the  most  recent  price 
available,  $174,360  by  51  to  yield  a unit  price  of  $183,078. 

Per  agreement  by  the  TOCC,  CCCTA  is  revising  its  1988/89  program  to 
insert  these  5 buses.  Added  together  with  the  2 buses  already  in  the 
program  for  this  year,  results  in  a project  with  7 buses.  Using  the 
revised  base  price  agreed  to  by  the  Task  Force  on  12/17/87,  the  revised 
project  cost  is  $1,264,000,  as  shown  on  this  new  Project  Justification 
Worksheet. 

In  general,  the  replacement  of  buses  is  based  on  a number  of  criteria 
used  by  the  Operations  Department  to  identify  candidates  for 
replacement.  The  criteria  include  age  (standard  size  buses  must  be  at 
least  12  years  old,  minibuses  9 years),  reliability  (expressed  as 
percentage  of  days/periods  bus  is  not  revenue  service)  and  maintenance 
cost/mile  for  an  individual  bus  exceeds  130X  of  the  system  average,  the 
bus  is  a candidate  for  replacement.  CCCTA  expects  that  all  bus  purchases 
deferred  from  the  1986/87  and  1987/88  programs  until  the  1988/89  program 
will  be  replacements.  (We  recognize  that  this  implies  that  CCCTA  is 
extending  the  life  of  certain  vehicles  beyond  the  norm  of  12  years.  This 
decision  applies  to  this  particular  shortfall  only  and  should  not  be 
constructed  as  standard  CCCTA  policy  which  would  have  the  Authority 
replace  coaches  after  12  years  of  service.) 
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Private  Sector  Participation  Comments 


11a.  This  project  involves  the  routine  replacement  of  capital  equipment, 
namely  buses,  which  involves  a competitive  procurement  process  in 
conformance  with  UMTA  guidelines. 

lib.  We  will  be  procuring  these  buses  from  a private  sector  bus  manufacturer, 
so  to  that  extent,  this  project  will  directly  involve  the  private  sector. 

Additionally,  CCCTA  private  sector  participation  policy  recognizes  the 
need  to  competitively  bid  all  existing  bus  services  including  those  that 
will  be  operated  by  use  of  the  replacement  buses  included  in  the 
project.  Interested  persons  are  advised  to  consult  SRTP  pages  VI-30 
through  42,  inclusive,  of  the  SRTP  for  complete  details  regarding  this 
policy  and  our  implementation  procedures.  We  expect  to  comply  with  all 
salient  elements  of  the  above  reference  circular  and  to  therefore  afford 
the  private  sector  the  opportunity  to  compete  for  the  operation  of  County 
Connection  bus  service,  existing  and  expanded. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  CC13/14  Replace  Three  Service  Vehicles 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  existing  CCCTA  service  vehicles  at  the  end 

of  their  useful  lives. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Service  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  VII-5  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  14 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $48,512  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $12,128 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $60,640 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115  (b)(23) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  JLYes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  1988-92.  Pages  IV-30  thru  42 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No  JLYes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  1988-92.  Paoes  IV-30  thru  42 

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

I.  NECESSARY  FINDINGS 

A.  Regional  Requirements 

1.  Approval  by  operator  policy  board. 

CCCTA  Comment:  Approved  Board  of  Directors  on  January  16,  1986. 

2.  Included  in  the  current  5-year  Short  Range  Transit  Development 
Plan  (SRTP). 

CCCTA  Comment:  Included  in  the  Capital  and  Financial  Plans. 

3.  Project  is  advanced  to  a state  of  readiness  for  implementation 
in  the  year  indicated. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  will  replace  three  Authority  staff 

cars  at  the  end  of  their  useful  life.  This  program  is  based  on 
a replacement  schedule  which  includes  the  following  standards 
for  determining  when  such  vehicles  are  candidates  for 
replacement. 

Age:  Generally,  automobiles  and  service  trucks  should  be 

at  least  four  years  old  before  they  can  be  replaced. 

Mi  1 eaqe:  Automobiles  should  have  at  least  75,000  miles  of 

use;  service  trucks  65,000  miles. 

Maintenance  costs:  Vehicles  should  be  replaced  when  the 

cost/mile  of  maintenance  and  repair  exceeds  the  fleet 
average  by  25  percent. 

Reliability:  Nonrevenue  service  vehicles  shall  be 

candidates  for  replacement  if  they  consistently  fail  to  be 
available  due  to  breakdown,  etc.  This  is  defined  by  a 90% 
availability  rate. 

4.  Project  is  well-defined  and  justified. 

CCCTA  Comment:  The  replacement  of  CCCTA  nonrevenue  service 

vehicles  is  based  on  a replacement  plan  (see  #3)  development  to 
ensure  that  maintenance  and/or  replacement  of  such  vehicles 
takes  place  on  a rational,  cost-effective  basis. 
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The  specific  vehicles  being  replaced  in  this  program  meet  or 
exceed  the  plan's  standards. 

FY89 : Two  Marketing  Department  cars  0 15,000;  one  Maintenance 

utility  truck  0 25,000  (figures  shown  are  based  on  FY  86 
dollars  and  inflated). 

The  vehicle  scheduled  for  replacement  is  identified  below: 


FY89 


1 Car 
1 Car 

1 Utility  Truck 


I . D.# 


1 FABP1 349DR1 03742 
1 FABP1 142DR1 1 6948 
1DDJF37Z6CRA24209 


5.  Project  implementation  schedule  provides  for  any  necessary 
clearances  and  approvals. 

CCCTA  Comment:  The  actual  acquisition  of  these  vehicles  is  a 

routine  capital  purchase  that  will  be  handled  by  our 
procurement  process.  This  process  takes  into  account  all 
necessary  i nternal /external  authorization  in  a timely  fashion. 

6.  Operator  has  capacity  to  implement  project. 


CCCTA  Comment:  Implementation  if  this  project  involves  the 

procurement  of  an  putting  into  use  nonrevenue  service  vehicles, 
including  passenger  sedans  and  utility  type  trucks.  As  noted 
elsewhere,  this  project  will  replace  old  and  costly  vehicles  on 
a rational  basis  taking  into  account  the  age,  condition,  and 
upkeep  costs  associated  with  each  vehicle. 


7.  Operator  has  an  adequate  financial  plan,  with  reasonable  cost 
estimates,  phasing,  and  cash  flows,  and  all  sources  of  expected 
funding  identified. 


CCCTA  Comment:  Funding  for  this  project,  including  the  local 

match  is  fully  described  in  the  SRTP  financial  plan. 


II.  PROJECT  EVALUATION 


A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 


1.  Project  is  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year  project 

previously  given  high  priority  and  the  operator  continues  to 
assign  the  project  high  priority. 

CCCTA  Comment:  As  this  project  is  the  replacement  of  essential 

equipment  to  support  transit  operations,  CCCTA  gives  this 
project  high  priority.  This  is  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
the  Section  9 program  as  well  as  the  notion  that  investments 
must  be  well  maintained  and  protected. 
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B.  Project  Merit 

1.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  benefits  the 
passengers. 

CCCTA  Comment:  The  utility  truck  Included  in  this  project  will 

be  utilized  by  the  Maintenance  Department  to  transport 
mechanics  to  disabled  buses  to  make  on-the-road  repairs  to 
return  broken  down  vehicles  to  revenue  service. 

The  Marketing  Department  vehicles  will  be  used  not  only  by 
personnel  in  the  Marketing  Department  but  also  planning 
personnel  to  monitor  all  aspects  of  the  system  as  it  affects 
our  service  development,  which  in  turn  benefits  passengers  by 
allowing  us  to  deliver  a more  effective  and  efficient  transit 
system. 

2.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  produces  benefits  to 
system  productivity  and  efficiency. 

CCCTA  Comment:  The  utility  truck  used  by  mechanics  to  make 

on-the-road  repairs  Increases  system  efficiency  by  sending 
mechanics  to  these  vehicles  to  minimize  the  time  buses  are  out 
of  revenue  service.  Productivity  and  efficiency  are  enhanced 
by  having  vehicles  available  to  the  Marketing  and  Planning 
staff  to  perform  their  respective  functions  with  regard  to 
service  delivery. 

3.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  addresses  significant 
or  regional  goals  or  policies  (e.g.,  E&H  accessibility  or 
regional  coordination). 

CCCTA  Comment:  Not  applicable 

4.  Replacement  or  rehabilitation  for  maintaining  existing  service. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  is  the  replacement  of  existing 

nonrevenue  vehicles.  This  project  is  based  on  a plan  that 
identifies  which  vehicles  need  to  replaced  on  the  basis,  of 
age,  condition,  and  maintenance  cost. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  CC10  Replacement  Wheelchair  Lifts 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  wheelchair  lifts  on  14  Flyer  buses 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New/Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  VII-7  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  15 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $198,452  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $ 49,613 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $248,065 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 11 5(b) (20) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 

7005.1):  Please  complete  for  Annual  Element  Projects  only: 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  _X_Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference  1988-92/Pqs.  IV-30-thru  42 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No  _X_Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  1988-92/Pas.  IV-30  thru  42 

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

NECESSARY  FINDINGS 

A.  Regional  Requirements 

1.  Approval  by  operator  policy  board. 

CCCTA  Comment:  Approved  by  Board  of  Directors  on  January  16, 

1986. 

2.  Included  in  current  5-year  Short  Range  Transit  Development  Plan 
(SRTP). 

CCCTA  Comment:  Included  in  the  Capital  and  financial  Plans  as 

well  as  the  Maintenance  Plan. 

3.  Project  is  advanced  to  a state  of  readiness  for  Implementation 
in  the  year  Indicated. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  is  the  replacement  of  th  existing 

wheelchair  lifts  that  were  included  with  out  fourteen  Flyers. 
These  lifts  were  made  by  Vapor  Industries  which  no  longer  makes 
these  lifts.  Consequently,  replacement  parts  for  these  lifts 
are  nearly  unavailable  causing  many  repair  problems. 

In  addition,  these  were  some  of  the  first  lifts  ever  built  for 
public  transit.  CCCTA  as  well  as  many  other  transit  systems 
that  have  purchased  these  lifts  have  had  extremely 
experiences  with  them.  They  are  prone  to  breakdowns,  a 
nuisance  to  maintenance  in  good  working  order,  and  are  quite 
unreliable.  Breakdown  in  these  lifts  have  regularly  disrupted 
service  and  contributed  to  the  negative  trend  we  have 
experienced  with  respect  to  the  number  of  miles  of  service 
between  roadcalls. 

4.  Project  is  well-defined  and  justified. 

CCCTA  Comment:  The  need  to  retrofit  the  fourteen  buses  with 

new  lifts  is  well  founded.  Since  their  use  in  our  system, 
these  lifts  have  regularly  broken  down  and  contributed  to  the 
deterioration  in  revenue  vehicle  miles  between  roadcalls,  as 
well  as  in  the  quality  of  service  provided. 
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Additionally,  it  is  nearly  impossible  to  obtain  critically 
needed  replacement  parts  as  the  manufacturer  has  discontinued 
production. 

Newer  lifts  are  of  a much  better  design  and  are  more  reliable 
since  they  tend  to  work  without  problem  for  a significantly 
longer  period  of  time. 

5.  Project  implementation  schedule  provides  for  any  necessary 
clearances  and  approvals. 

CCCTA  Comment:  As  noted,  this  is  a replacement  project  for 

which  we  have  already  identified  the  appropriate  replacement. 
Procurement  of  this  project  will  be  handled  as  we  bid  for  lifts 
on  new  buses,  using  existing  specifications  and  the  established 
procurement  procedures  of  the  Authority  which  provide  the 
processes  needed  to  get  necessary  approvals. 

6.  Operator  has  capacity  to  implement  project. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  includes  all  work  associated  with 

the  removal  of  the  existing  lifts  and  their  substitution  with 
the  new  lifts. 

7.  Operator  has  an  adequate  financial  plan,  with  reasonable  cost 
estimates,  phasing,  and  cash  flows,  and  all  sources  of  expected 
funding  identified. 

CCCTA  Comment:  The  funding  of  this  project,  federal  and  local, 

is  included  in  the  Financial  Plan. 

II.  PROJECT  EVALUATION 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  Project  is  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year  project 

previously  given  high  priority  and  the  operator  continues  to 
assign  the  project  high  priority. 

CCCTA  Comment:  Not  applicable 

B.  Project  Merit 

1.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  benefits  the 
passengers . 

CCCTA  Comment:  Greatly.  The  project  will  eliminate  the  poorly 

performing  lifts  on  14  buses  that  frequently  break  down  and 
cause  time-consuming  disruptions  in  revenue  service.  The  new 
lifts  will  greatly  reduce  these  problems  for  the  benefit  of 
patrons  on  the  14  buses  and,  in  particular,  wheelchair  riders 
who  become  stranded  because  of  the  problems  with  the  existing 
lifts. 

2.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  produces  benefits  to 
system  productivity  and  efficiency. 
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CCCTA  Comment:  The  project  will  reduce  greatly  unproductive  time 

when  lifts  break  down  and  require  buses  to  go  out  of  service. 
Further,  the  new  lifts  will  Improve  effectiveness  by  Improving 
system  reliability  thereby  enhancing  the  service  in  the  perception 
and  experience  of  patrons. 

Productivity  will  also  be  Increased  by  significantly  reducing  the 
amount  of  time  spent  by  mechanics  fixing  the  existing  lifts. 

Savings  accruing  from  this  project  have  been  estimated  by  the 
operations  department  as  follows: 

Annual  Savings:  $30,000  per  year 

Total  Savings  Over  Life  of  Equipment:  $360,000 

3.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  addresses  significant  or 
regional  goals  or  policies  (e.g.,  E&H  accessibility  or  regional 
coordination) . 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  will  help  the  Authority  provide 

accessible  service  In  a reliable  and  safe  manner  on  14  of  the 
Authority's  buses.  In  as  much  as  this  represents  over  201  of  the 
active  peak  period  fleet,  this  project  Is  an  essential  component  In 
addressing  this  goal . 

4.  Replacement  or  rehabilitation  for  maintaining  existing  service. 

CCCTA  Comment:  As  noted,  this  project  is  a replacement  project  of 

an  existing  system  that  is  unreliable,  etc. 
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HRDCNTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
13-Jan-Bfi 


PROJECT:  CIO  REPLACECNT  «ELCHAIR  LIFTS 

OPERATOR:  CCCTA 

BEEJWING:  FY  69-90 

INITIAL  REQUIRED  CLEARANCES:  Board  Approval 


I iPf’LEJCNTATIOi 
I SCHEDULE : 


YEAR  1 

Cl  Q2  03  04 


YEAR  2 

01  B2  03  04 


YEAR  3 

01  82  03  04 


YEAR  4 

01  02  03  04 


YEAR  5 

01  02  03  04 


YEAR 

01  02  03  04 


////////////// 


////////////// 


////////////// 


////////////// 


TASK,  1: 
Develop  Specs 


TASK  2:  Procure/ 
feard  Bid 


)K>*< 


I TASK  3:  Constr./ 
I Delivrry/Install 


I TASK  5: 


0 : Clearances  and  Approvals 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (0004) : 


I F9:  IKTA  SEC.  9 
I F3:  IKTA  SEC.  3 

I FD:  OTHER  

I 

I L:  NATO! 

I SOURCE:  TOLL 

I 

I T:  TOTAL  FIKDS 


2L.0 

130.0 


25.0 

130.0 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  CC26  Replacement  Xerox  Copiers 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  of  two  photocopiers  to  replace  existing 

machines 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Office  Equipment 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  VII-8  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  15 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $35,280  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 8,820 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $44,100 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 125(b)(23) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  1988-92/Pqs.  IV-30  thru  42 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No  _X_Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  1988-92/Pqs.  IV-30  thru  42 

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

NECESSARY  FINDINGS 

A.  Regional  Requirements 

1.  Approval  by  operator  policy  board. 

CCCTA  Comment:  Approved  by  the  Board  of  Directors  on  January 

16,  1986. 

2.  Included  in  current  5-year  Short  Range  Transit  Development  Plan 
(SRTP). 

CCCTA  Comment:  Included  in  Capital  and  Financial  plans  of  the 

SRTP. 

3.  Project  is  advanced  to  a state  of  readiness  for  implementation 
in  the  year  indicated. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  includes  the  purchase  of  two 

photocopiers  needed  to  replace  existing  machines.  The  two 
machines  being  replaced  were  purchased  in  FY  82  and  FY  83  and 
will  reach  the  end  of  the  reliable/useful  lives  by  the  project 
year. 

4.  Project  is  well-defined  and  justified. 

CCCTA  Comment:  As  noted  earlier,  this  is  a replacement 

project.  The  two  photocopiers  being  replaced  will  be  6-7  years 
old  by  the  project  year.  At  that  point,  they  will  be  breaking 
down  frequently  and,  therefore,  will  be  unreliable.  Further, 
they  will  require  expensive  repair  work  not  warranted  given  the 
poor  quality  of  copies  they  will  be  producing  by  this  time. 

5.  Project  implementation  schedule  provides  for  any  necessary 
clearances  and  approvals. 

CCCTA  Comment:  Funding  for  this  project  is  requested  in  FY 

1988-89.  During  the  intervening  time  Authority  staff  will 
finalize  machine  specifications  and  prepare  the  required  bid 
documents.  Subsequent  to  this,  Board  of  Directors  approval  to 
issue  the  bid  request  will  be  requested.  Upon  receipt  of  the 
bids  the  Authority's  established  evaluation  procedures  will  be 
used  to  determine  the  successful  bidder.  Final  Board  approval 
of  the  acquisition  will  be  secured  prior  to  purchase. 
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In  as  much  as  this  will  be  a fairly  routine  purchase, 
established  Authority  procurement  procedures  used  successful 
for  several  years  now  will  allow  us  to  acquire  this  Item  with 
minimum  delay. 

6.  Operator  has  capacity  to  Implement  project. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  is  a routine  replacement  project  of  basic 

office  machinery.  It  requires  no  special  knowledge  or  training. 

7.  Operator  has  an  adequate  financial  plan,  with  reasonable  cost 
estimates  phasing,  and  cash  flows,  and  all  sources  of  expected 
funding  Identified. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  is  included  in  the  financial  plan 

of  the  SRTP  being  prepared.  This  plan  will  identify  funding 
requirements  and  sources  and  will  note  that  there  will  be  no 
salvage  when  the  old  machines  are  disposed  of. 

II.  PROJECT  EVALUATION 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  Project  Is  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year  project 

previously  given  high  priority  and  the  operator  continues  to 
assign  the  project  high  priority. 

CCCTA  Comment:  Not  applicable 

B.  Project  Merit 

1.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  benefits  the 
passengers . 

CCCTA  Comment:  Not  applicable 

2.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  produces  benefits  to 
system  productivity  and  efficiency. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  is  essential  to  the  smooth  and 

efficient  operation  of  the  Marketing  & Planning  and  Operation 
Departments  where  these  machines  will  be  used. 

Savings  accruing  from  this  projected  have  been  estimated  by  the 
Operations  Department  as  follows: 

Annual  Savings:  $5,000 

Total  Savings  Over  Life  of  Equipment:  $20,000 

3.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  addresses  significant 
or  regional  goals  or  policies  (e.g.,  E&H  accessibility  or 
regional  coordination). 
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CCCTA  Comment:  No  direct  connection. 

4.  Replacement  or  rehabilitation  for  maintaining  service. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  a replacement  of  existing  equipment.  The 

equipment  (photocopiers)  being  replaced  are  essential  to  the 
operation  of  CCCTA  office  functions. 
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JJf’LDOJTflTIO  SDQULE  ANT  EIPQCITURE  RJfc 
13-Jarr-«6 


MXJETT:  CC2i  REPLACE**!  XERCX  0P1ERS 

OPERATOR;  CCCTA 

KB1M1N6:  nr  B9-90 

INITIAL  HBUIREI  CLEARANCES:  loan!  Approval 


I IPRDCXTAT1W 
I BDOJLE : 


YEAR  1 

61  02  03  64 


YEAR  2 

61  02  03  64 


YEAR  3 
61  62  03  64 


YEAR  4 

01  02  03  64 


YEAR  5 

61  02  03  64 


YEAR  6 I 

61  02  63  64  I 


////////////// 


////////////// 


I TA9-  1: 

I Develop  Specs 


I TA9-  2:  Procure/ 

I ft*a-d  Bid 


) tc** cj 


anhoval 


I TA9-  3: 

I Delivery 


0 i Clearances  and  Approvals 


I ETPOCITURE 
I PJ*  (OOOt) : 


I F9:  llfTfi  SEC.  9 
1 F3:  HTTP  BEL  3 
I FD:  OMR 

I It  NATT> 

1 K UIG:  TOLL 
I 

I Ti  TOTAL  FIK)S 


9.0 

46.0 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  CC16  Purchase  New  Coin  Counter 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  of  one  automated  coin  counter  with  dual 

bagging  and  hard  copy  receipt  verification  features 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Revenue  Collection  and  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  VI 1-8  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  15 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $28,224  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $ 7,056 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $35,280 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 5(b) (23) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  _X_Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference  1988-92/Pqs.  IV-30  thru  42 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No  _X_Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  1988-92/Pqs.  IV-30  thru  42 

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

NECESSARY  FINDINGS 

A.  Regional  Requirements 

1.  Approval  by  operator  policy  board. 

CCCTA  Comment:  Approved  by  Board  of  Directors  on  January  16, 

1986. 


2.  Included  In  current  5-year  Short  Range  Transit  Development  Plan 
(SRTP). 

CCCTA  Comment:  Project  is  included  in  the  Capital  Plan  section 

of  the  SRTP  as  well  as  in  the  Maintenance  Plan  and  Financial 
Plan  (re:  funding). 

3.  Project  is  advanced  to  a state  of  readiness  for  implementation 
in  the  year  indicated. 

CCCTA  Comment:  The  purchasing  department  of  CCCTA  has 

developed  preliminary  final  specifications  for  this  project  and 
has  evaluated  several  different  machines  in  manufacture. 
Further,  the  existing  coin  counter  used  by  CCCTA,  which  would 
be  replaced  by  this  new  one,  is  not  able  to  efficiently  handle 
the  existing  amount  of  fare  revenue  collected  daily.  This 
existing  counter  was  not  designed  for  the  large  amount  of 
currency  the  Authority  already  now  collects.  As  fare  revenues 
increase,  the  existing  counter  will  only  become  more 
Inefficient. 

4.  Project  Is  well-defined  and  justified. 

CCCTA  Comment:  The  need  for  a larger  capacity  coin  counter  is 
evident  by  the  fact  that  it  now  takes  personnel  between  two  and 
three  and  a half  hours  to  count  and  bag  a typical  weekday's 
fare  receipts. 

This  project  is  quite  straight-forward  in  that  It  will  replace 
the  existing  counter  which  cannot  handle  current  receipts 
efficiently.  The  new  counter  will  allow  us  to  count  and  bag 
the  current  level  of  revenue  in  about  one  fourth  the  time  the 
existing  machine  requires.  It  will  also  provide  a written 
print-out  of  the  total  amount  of  money  counted  thus  Improving 
fare  security  and  revenue  collection/reporting  functions. 
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3.  Project  implementation  schedule  provides  for  any  necessary 
clearances  and  approvals. 

CCCTA  Comment:  Funding  for  this  project  is  requested  in  FY 

1989.  During  the  intervening  time  Authority  staff  will 
finalize  machine  specifications  and  prepare  the  required  bid 
documents.  Subsequent  to  this.  Board  of  Directors  approval  to 
issue  the  bid  request  will  be  requested.  Upon  receipt  of  the 
bids  the  Authority's  established  evaluation  procedures  will  be 
used  to  determine  the  successful  bidder.  Final  Board  approval 
of  the  acquisition  will  be  secured  prior  to  purchase. 

In  as  much  as  this  will  be  a fairly  routine  purchase, 
established  Authority  procurement  procedures  used  successfully 
for  several  years  now  will  allow  us  to  acquire  this  item  with 
minimum  delay. 

6.  Operator  has  capacity  to  implement  project. 

CCCTA  Comment:  As  noted  earlier,  the  purchase  of  this  item 

will  be  handled  through  established  procurement  procedures  that 
comply  with  all  relevant  Federal  and  state  laws,  rules,  and 
regulations. 

In  that  this  is  a replacement  project,  implementation  will  be 
only  a matter  of  substituting  the  existing  item  with  the  new 
one. 

Note  that  the  capacity/capability  desired  in  this  new  machine 
will  accommodate  the  Authority's  needs  for  the  next  ten  to 
fifteen  years.  The  specifications  for  this  counter  are  written 
so  as  to  provide  enough  capacity  to  accomplish  this. 

7.  Operator  has  an  adequate  financial  plan,  with  reasonable  cost 
estimates,  phasing,  and  cash  flows,  and  all  sources  of  expected 
funding  identified. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  will  be  included  in  the  upcoming 

SRTP  financial  plan.  The  cost  identified  with  this  project  is 
based  on  recent  manufacturers'  quotations.  Purchase  of  this 
item  will  not  occur  until  the  grant  request  is  approved  and  the 
funds  are  available.  The  local  match  is  expected  to  be  Bridge 
Toll  Revenues,  a reliable  source. 

II.  PROJECT  EVALUATION 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  Project  is  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year  project 

previously  given  high  priority  and  the  operator  continues  to 
assign  the  project  high  priority. 

CCCTA  Comment:  Not  applicable 
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B.  Project  Merit 


1.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  benefits  the 
passengers . 

CCCTA  Comment:  No  direct  benefits 

2.  The  Degree  to  which  the  project  directly  produces  benefits  to 
system  productivity  and  efficiency. 

CCCTA  Comment:  The  project  will  have  significant  productivity 

Impact  on  CCCTA.  At  existing  levels,  the  counter  will  reduce 
the  time  it  takes  to  count  and  bag  a day's  coins  from  2 to  3 
1/2  hours  to  between  30  minutes  and  one  hour.  This  will  result 
in  significant  cost  savings  and  make  available  staff  to  do 
other  work. 

Savings  accruing  from  this  project  have  been  estimated  by  the 
Operations  Department  as  follows: 

Annual  Savings:  $8,000 

Total  Savings  Over  Life  of  Equipment:  $64,000 

3.  The  degree  to  which  the  project  directly  addresses  significant 
or  regional  goals  or  policies  (e.g.,  E&H  accessibility  or 
regional  coordination). 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  will  substantially  Increase 

productivity,  an  Important  regional  goal. 

4.  Replacement  or  rehabilitation  for  maintaining  existing  service. 

CCCTA  Comment:  This  project  is  a replacement  for  an  existing 

Item  that  the  Authority  has  outgrown  as  service,  ridershlp,  and 
revenues  have  Increased  over  the  last  few  years. 
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IPUBENTATK*  SOCDULE  ANT  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
13-Jan-88 


PROJECT:  CC1S  PURCHASE  tEW  COIN  COUNTER 

OPERATOR:  CCCTA 

KS1*1NE:  FY  89-90 

INITIAL  REQUIRED  CLEARANCES:  Board  Approval 


I WLDCNTATION 
I SOCDULE: 


YEAR  1 

61  02  03  04 


YEAR  2 

01  0?  63  04 


YEAR  3 

01  02  03  04 


YEAR  4 

01  02  03  04 


YEAR  5 
01  02  03  04 


YEAR  £, 

01  02  03  04 


TASK  1: 
Develop  Specs 


I TASK  2:  Procure/ 
I feanj  Bid 


6oAftb 


I TASK  3: 

I Delivery 


0 i Clearances  end  Approvals 


I EJTOCITURE 
I PLAN  (0004): 


I F9:  IKTA  SEC.  9 
I F3:  IKTA  SEL  3 
1 FO:  OTKCR 

I L:  NATCH 
I SOURCE:  TOLL 
I 

I T:  TOTAL  FINDS 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/ 

Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  & 
Transportation  District 
Program  Number  CA-90- 


Proiect  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1 . Replace  30  Bus  Coaches 

2.  Replace  Ferry  Engine 

3.  Replace  28  Service  Vehicles 

4.  Acquire  and  Install 

Communications  Equipment 

Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 
Total s 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $74,153,760 

Carryover  funds  -0- 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $74,153,760 


Local 

Federal 

Total 

$1 ,323,000 

$5,292,000 

$6,615,000 

121 ,200 

484,800 

606,000 

86,100 

344,400 

430,500 

249,165 

996,600 

1,245,825 

$1,779,465 

$7,117,860 

$8,897,325 

$19,979,000 

$1 ,606,536 

$21  ,585,536 

$21  ,758,465 

$8,724,396 

$30,482,861 

*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  up  to  25  standard  40  foot  inter-city  buses  and  5 SuperBuses  to 
replace  30  existing  GMC  new  look  buses  16  to  19  years  of  age. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  pg.  103  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $5,292,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $1,323,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $6,615,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $5,125,00  from  CA-90-X-098,  $11,400,000  from 

CA-90-X-239 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  state  and  federal  codes) 

NEPA  STATUS:  CE  23  CFR  771.115(b)  #20 

CEQA  STATUS:  CE  Section  15302  class  II 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

_No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  pqs.  22.  30  & 96 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contact  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 

regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If'yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Referenced  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Five  years  ago,  the  District  established  a policy  of  replacing  30  of  its 
242  GMC  new  look  buses  per  year  to  gradually  retire  the  popular  buses 
before  they  become  too  expensive  to  maintain  at  the  high  standard  required 
for  the  long  Distance  Golden  Gate  Transit  Intercounty  operation.  As  it  is 
now,  the  new  look  buses  will  reach  an  age  of  nearly  nearly  20  years  before 
all  are  replaced  under  the  30  per  year  schedule.  Of  the  original  242  new 
look  buses,  147  remain  In  the  GGT  fleet  and  are  scheduled  to  be  replaced 
by  the  end  of  FY  1993. 

The  District  proposes  to  use  FY  1989  funds  to  purchase  25  inter-city  buses 
with  wheelchair  lifts  and  5 SuperBuses  with  wheelchair  ramps.  Upon 
receiving  these  buses,  sometime  in  FY  1991,  30  GMC  new  look  buses  with  no 
wheelchair  lifts,  averaging  between  16  and  19  years  old,  and  with 
accumulated  mileage  between  500,000  and  700,000  miles,  would  be  sold. 

Without  the  replacement  of  the  existing  aging  fleet,  the  bus  service  will 
decline  as  coaches  require  frequent  repair  and  become  Increasingly 
unavailable  for  revenue  service,  and  become  less  reliable  and  subject  to 
Increased  probability  of  road  failure.  New  buses  should  require  less 
costly  maintenance  and  should  be  more  efficient  to  operate  than  the 
existing  buses. 

The  District  anticipates  the  need  to  Increase  its  peak  level  of  service  In 
the  future  as  the  demand  for  transit  service  Increases  as  a result  of  land 
development  In  the  Sonoma-Marl n-San  Francisco  corridor,  rising  gas  prices, 
and  Increased  highway  congestion.  Timely  coach  replacement  In  accordance 
with  the  30  per  year  schedule  may  be  a critical  factor  Influencing  the 
District’s  ability  to  deliver  peak  period  bus  services  In  the  future.  Bus 
replacement  Is  also  the  key  element  of  the  District's  plans  to  provide 
transit  services  which  are  accessible  to  disabled  persons. 

The  SuperBus  Is  a passenger  carrying  trailer  attached  to  a standard  truck 
tractor.  It  has  a seated  capacity  of  over-50,  and  wheelchairs  are  loaded 
by  placing  a ramp  at  the  door  of  the  trailer.  The  SuperBus  Is  being  used 
by  the  Orange  County  Transit  District  for  long  express  runs  that  have  only 
one  or  two  stops  — GGBHTD  has  many  runs  of  this  nature.  The  SuperBus 
promises  to  have  operating  and  maintenance  costs  that  are  well  below  those 
of  a standard  40-foot  bus.  The  District  wishes  to  purchase  5 of  these 
vehicles  for  use  In  Its  long  express  runs.  The  success  of  these  5 
SuperBuses  may  prompt  the  District  to  plan  additional  purchases  In  the 
future.  SuperBus  Is  the  trade  name  for  a single  manufacturer  and  the 
District  believes  the  unique  features  warrant  a sole  source  procurement. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Ferry  Vessel  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  replacement  engines  of  the  MV  Golden  Gate. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vehicles 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  pg.  104 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$484,800 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $606,000 

$121 ,200 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $602,000  from  CA-90-X-040,  $609,000  from  CA-90-X-098, 

$50,000  from  CA-90-X-179,  $80,000  from  CA-90-X-239 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  state  and  federal  codes) 

NEPA  STATUS:  CE  23  CFR  771.115(b)  #23 

CEQA  STATUS:  CE  Section  15301  class  I 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  dqs.  22.  30  & 96 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contact  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If'yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 
Referenced  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  MV  Golden  Gate  was  built  in  1967  and  put  into  service  by  the  District 
in  1969.  Currently,  two  of  Its  three  engines  are  original  equipment,  the 
third  Is  over  10  years  old.  All  have  about  50,000  hours  of  operation  and 
have  been  rebuilt  5 or  6 times  each.  They  can  no  longer  be  refurbished 
effectively,  and  need  to  be  replaced  in  FY  1989  so  the  vessel  can  continue 
to  operate  until  it  is  retired  sometime  after  FY  1994.  The  standard  life 
of  an  engine  is  12,000  hours  or  about  3 to  5 years  before  a rebuild  or 
replacement  is  required. 

Without  replacement,  Sausallto  ferry  service  could  be  severely  disrupted 
if  the  engines  fail  since  the  District  has  no  spare  vessels.  New  engines 
would  Improve  service  reliability  as  well  as  Improve  ferry  operating 
performance  as  a result  of  advanced  marine  technology. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Non-revenue  Vehicles  and  Vessels 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Replace  18  autos,  9 trucks  and  1 boat  used  to  support  transit  operations. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Service  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  pg.  112 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$344,400 

UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%) 

$86,100 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $430,500 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $10,000  from  CA-90-X-098,  $100,000  from  CA-90-X-179 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  state  and  federal  codes) 

NEPA  STATUS:  CE  23  CFR  771.115(b)  #20 

CEQA  STATUS:  CE  Section  15302  class  I 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  dps.  22.  30  & 96 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contact  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 

regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If'yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Referenced  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

This  Is  a continuing  project  to  replace  non-revenue  vehicles  as  they 
become  too  old  to  maintain  economically.  It  Is  important  to  provide  these 
vehicles  for  the  use  of  personnel  working  outside  the  shop  or  office,  and 
personnel  traveling  between  transit  facilities.  District  administrative 
personnel  are  located  in  offices  at  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  and  the  San 
Rafael  bus  facility,  a distance  of  about  15  miles.  Transit  operating 
division  personnel  are  located  at  six  facilities  in  the  District’s  60  mile 
long  service  corridor:  Santa  Rosa  bus  yard,  Novato  bus  yard,  San  Rafael 

bus  yard,  San  Francisco  bus  yard,  Larkspur  ferry  terminal,  and  San 
Francisco  ferry  terminal.  The  District's  35  cars  average  about  15,000 
miles  per  year  with  bus  road  supervisors  driving  as  much  as  36,000  miles 
in  a year.  The  District's  22  trucks  and  vans,  most  of  which  are  assigned 
to  bus  and  ferry  maintenance,  average  about  10,000  miles  per  year.  Many 
of  these  vehicles  are  stored  near  the  ocean  and  San  Francisco  Bay  and  are 
subject  to  the  corrosive  effects  of  salt  water.  Body  rust  shortens  their 
lives.  District  cars  are  rotated  between  departments  to  evenly  distribute 
wear.  District  policy  is  to  replace  these  vehicles  upon  the  accumulation 
of  100,000  miles  or  7 years.  Thus,  the  District  has  established  a 
schedule  for  the  regular  replacement  of  6 cars  and  3 trucks  per  year  to 
provide  safe  and  reliable  vehicles  for  transit  support  staff. 

In  FY  1989,  however,  18  cars  and  9 trucks  would  be  replaced  since  no 
federal  or  state  funds  were  allocated  to  the  District  for  this  project  in 
FY's  1987  and  1988.  In  addition  to  these  vehicles,  the  District  proposes 
to  replace  its  12  year  old  work  boat  which  is  used  at  the  Larkspur  Ferry 
Terminal  to  maintain  the  floats  around  the  terminal  and  in  the  channel. 

The  existing  boat  is  a 21  foot  Boston  Whaler  with  a 125  hp  engine  and 
in-board  controls. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC‘S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Communication  and  Information  Systems  Equipment  Replacement 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  and  replace  bus  radio  equipment,  and  install  special  bus 
passenger  information  signs  at  key  bus  stops. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Communications,  Other  Fixed  Assets 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  pg.  107  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $996,660  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20*)  $249,165 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,245,825 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $370,000  from  CA-90— X-179,  $401,000  from 

CA-90-X-098 , $232,00  from  CA-90-X-040 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  state  and  federal  codes) 

NEPA  STATUS:  CE  23  CFR  771.115(b)  #23 

CEQA  STATUS:  CE  Section  15302  class  II 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  dqs.  22.  30  & 96 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contact  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If'yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 
Referenced  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  first  part  of  this  project  is  to  replace  certain  components  of  the  bus 
radio  system  since  the  existing  radios  are  over  12  years  old  and  useful 
technological  improvements  are  available.  New  base  stations  and  consoles 
will  be  purchased  to  improve  vehicle  monitoring  capabilities  and  provide 
for  clearer  communication  with  vehicles  on  the  road.  New  mobile  radios 
will  be  purchased  to  allow  central  control  to  determine  if  mobile  radios 
are  functioning  correctly  In  the  field.  Radio  head  replacement  will  be 
phased  In  over  a five  year  period.  The  Improved  radio  system  will  assure 
reliable  communication  between  bus  drivers  and  central  control.  This  in 
turn  should  allow  central  control  to  adjust  scheduled  services  in  response 
to  traffic  congestion,  to  respond  to  on-board  emergencies,  and  to  record 
wheelchair  lift  use. 

The  second  part  of  the  project  consists  of  the  fabrication  of  about  50 
special  signs  and  their  Installation  at  key  bus  stops.  The  standard  GGT 
bus  stop  sign  displays  only  the  GGT  logo.  Other  service  Information  such 
as  route  numbers,  time  of  operation,  direction,  and  headways  are  not 
shown,  but  rather  are  made  available  to  the  public  by  means  of  printed 
material  found  on  the  buses  or  via  telephone.  Thus,  the  Infrequent  user 
Is  sometimes  lacking  the  Information  needed  to  conveniently  access  the  bus 
system,  and  transfer  between  bus  routes  and  other  operators'  transit 
services.  Such  signs  are  recommended  in  the  Regional  Transit  Coordination 
Plan. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/ 

Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Livermore  Amador  Valley  Transit 
Authori ty 

Program  Number  CA-90- 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $74,153,760 

Carryover  funds  -0- 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $74,153,760 


Project  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Purchase  18  Replacement  Buses 

2.  Purchase  16  Expansion  Buses 

Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 
Total s 


Local  Federal  Total 

-0-  -0-  -0- 

-0-  -0-  -0- 

-0-  -0-  -0- 

-0-  -0-  -0- 

-0-  -0-  -0- 


*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Livermore  Amador  Valley  Transit  Authority 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Replacements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  18  new  buses 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Not  Specified  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pending 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ -0-  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  -0- 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  -0- 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Pending 

CEQA  STATUS:  Pending 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO.  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  Involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as  set 
forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  _X Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

b.  Will  proposals  be  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

12.  PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION 

The  Authority  expects  to  become  an  eligible  applicant  for  UMTA  funds  within  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  project  Is  being  held  In  abeyance  until  necessary 
approvals  are  obtained. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Li vermore  Amador  Val 1 ey  Transi t Authori ty 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Fleet  Expansion 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  16  new  buses  for  increased  service 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Not  Specified  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pending 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ -0-  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  -0- 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  -0- 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Pending 

CEQA  STATUS:  Pending 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO.  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as  set 
forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  _X Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

b.  Will  proposals  be  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

X No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  Authority  expects  to  become  an  eligible  applicant  for  UMTA  funds  within  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  project  is  being  held  in  abeyance  until  necessary 
approvals  are  obtained. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/ 

Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

Program  Number  CA-90- 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $74,153,760 

Carryover  funds  -0- 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $74,153,760 


Project  Description 
CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 


Local 


Federal 


Total 


1 . 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

$26,271 

$105,084 

$131,355 

2. 

Trolley  Overhead  Rehabilitation, 
30-Stockton  Line 

704,023 

2,816,092 

3,520,115 

3. 

Storage/Maintenance  Facility 
Rehabi 1 i tation 

1,512,820 

6,051,280 

7,564,100 

4. 

Rehab  24th  & Utah  Facility 

151,925 

607,700 

759,625 

5. 

Construct  LRV  Layover  Track 

467,460 

1,869,840 

2,337,300 

6. 

Cable  Car  Vehicle  Improvements 

58,433 

233,732 

292,165 

7. 

Purchase  Service  Vehicles/Sedans 

330,750 

1 ,323,000 

1 ,653,750 

8. 

Purchase  Maintenance  and  Repair 
Equipment 

519,058 

2,076,232 

2,595,290 

9. 

Purchase  Data  Processing  and 
Office  Equipment 

49,612 

198,448 

248,060 

Subtotal  Capital 

$3,820,352 

$15,281,408 

$19,101 ,760 

OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating  $151,573,780 

$8,025,354 

$159,599,134 

Totals  $155,394,132 

$23,306,762 

$178,700,894 

*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  San  Franci sco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  MUNI  Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  phased  design  and 

construction  of  accessibility  improvements  serving  the  MUNI  Metro  system. 

The  project  elements  include:  the  continued  phased  design  and  construction 
of  high-level  accessible  wayside  platforms  at  additional  locations  along 
MUNI  Metro  surface  routes;  and  the  development  and  installation  of  safety 
and  security  improvements  to  aid  the  physically  challenged  MUNI  riders. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations;  (17)  Capitalized  Engineering 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  57-59  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-46 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $105,084  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  $26,271  TP&D/Article  XIX 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $131,355 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

The  design  and  construction  of  accessible  platforms  were  funded  with  prior 
year  UMTA  Section  9 funds  (CA-90-X223,  CA-90-X282). 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(15). 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines 
15301(c),  1 5303( d , e) . 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Chapter  8.  dp.  69-70 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  proect? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "Yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

MUNI  operates  a fleet  of  130  light  rail  vehicles  in  a five-mile  tunnel  with 
nine  underground  stations  which  are  accessible  to  wheelchair  users  using 
high  level  platforms.  In  addition,  special  concrete  boarding  platforms  for 
wheelchair  users  have  been  opened  at  four  surface  sites:  L-TARAVAL  at  the 

San  Francisco  Zoo;  M-Ocean  View  at  San  Francisco  State  University;  N-JUDAH 
at  Ocean  Beach;  and  near  Cole  and  Carl  Streets.  Platforms  at  three  more 
sites— near  City  College  and  at  Lakeshore  Village  (Junipero  Serra/Ocean)  on 
the  K-INGLESIDE  line  and  near  Duboce  Park  on  the  N-JUDAH  line— will  be 
opened  to  the  public  during  1988-89.  These  sites  and  four  additional 
proposed  surface  sites,  in  conjunction  with  Metro  underground  stations  and 
accessible  coach  routes,  form  an  integrated  network  of  accessible  public 
transit  allowing  wheelchair  users  to  regularly  use  the  transit  system. 
Assessment  of  the  recently  Installed  wayside  platforms  indicates  the 
viability  of  these  low-maintenance  concrete  structures  as  a cost-effective 
solution  for  Metro  surface  accessibility  at  several  key  surface  sites. 

Survey  data  Indicate  that  accessible  fixed-route  services  have  the 
potential  to  meet  60  percent  of  systemwide  demand  by  wheelchair  users,  If 
service  is  provided  on  a consistent,  reliable  basis  and  adequately  marketed 
to  disabled  persons.  The  wayside  platforms  are  included  as  approved 
elements  of  the  Municipal  Railway's  504  compliance  program. 

Improvements  to  MUNI  Metro  underground  stations  have  been  proposed  by  the 
MUNI  Elderly  and  Handicapped  Advisory  Committee.  The  MUNI  Metro  stations 
Improvements  include: 

o The  development  and  Installation  of  a computerized  announcement  system 
which  would  identify  the  sequence  of  MUNI  Metro  cars  to  assist  the 
visually-impaired. 

o The  installation  of  additional  street,  mezzanine  and  platform-level 
surveillance  cameras  to  Increase  security  of  disabled  MUNI  Metro 
passengers.  The  cameras  would  be  located  at  elevator  entrances  and 
exits  as  well  as  In  the  corridors  that  provide  access  to  the  elevators 
in  Downtown  Stations. 
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o The  development  and  installation  of  distinctive  platform  edging  treatments 
to  assist  the  visually  impaired  passengers  in  boarding  MUNI  Metro. 

o The  development  and  installation  of  Improved  elevator-request  features 
to  assist  disabled  passengers  who  are  unable  to  use  standard  elevator 
call  buttons. 

Sites  under  consideration  for  accessibility  improvements  are  listed  below 
and  are  subject  to  change  based  on  technical  studies  now  under  way.  The 
implementation  schedule  is  tentative  and  subject  to  availability  of  State 
and/or  Federal  funding. 


MUNI  METRO  ACCESSIBILITY  IMPROVEMENTS  PRIORITIES  AND  FINANCIAL  PLAN 
(In  budgeted  amounts) 


Implemented  Sites 

L-terminus  at  S.F.  Zoo 
M-line  at  S.F.  State  University 
N-terminus  at  Ocean  Beach 
N-line,  near  Cole  and  Carl 
N-line  at  Duboce  Park 
K-line  near  City  College 
K-line  at  Junipero  Serra  and  Ocean 
K-line  terminus  at  Metro  Center  adjacent 
to  the  Balboa  Park  BART  Station 
J-line  Connection  at  San  Jose 
and  Randall 

Contingency  Sites/Future  Year  Sites 

METRO  Station  Improvements1 

METRO  Station  Improvements1 

N-line  near  U.C.S.F. 1 

METRO  Station  Improvements1 

L-line  at  Sunset  Boulevard1 

N-line  at  Sunset  Boulevard1 

M-l i ne  at  Ocean  Avenue1 

M-line  in  the  vicinity  of  Metro  Center1 

J-line  at  18th  Street1 

TOTAL 


Implementation  Year 

in  operation 
in  operation 
in  operation 
in  operation 
In  operation  1988 
In  operation  1988 
In  operation  1989 
in  operation  1989 

in  operation  1990 


1988-89 

Cost 

$131,350 

1989-90 

139,235 

1991-92 

408,500 

1992-93 

515,000 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

$1,193,585 


Uhe  implementation  schedule  and  project  priorities  are  functions  of  funding 
and  ongoing  technical  studies.  These  sites  are  considered  either  as  candidates 
or  as  1988-1989  contingency  projects. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Trolley  Overhead  Reconstruction:  30-STOCKTON  Line 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  project  proposed  for  1988-89  Annual  Element 

provides  for  the  phased  design  and  reconstruction  of  the  trolley  overhead 
system  serving  the  Municipal  Railway's  30-STOCKTON  trolley  route. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (5)  Power  Generation  and  Distribution  Facilities;  (17) 

Capitalized  Engineering 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P  pp.  47-48  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-46 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $2,816,092  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $704,023  TP&D/ARTICLE  XIX 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $3,520,115 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

The  reconstruction  of  the  trolley  overhead  system  has  been  an  ongoing 
capital  program  since  1978.  UMTA  has  provided  ongoing  capital  assistance 
for  this  activity. 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 7(c) ( 1 8) . 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  finalized  1978. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Chapter  8.  dp.  69-70 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  proect? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "Yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

In  1978  the  Municipal  Railway  began  a multi-year  effort  to  rehabilitate  its 
extensive  trolley  coach  overhead  network,  most  of  which  was  originally 
constructed  in  the  1940's  and  1950's.  The  project  objective  is  to  maintain 
MUNI's  physical  plant  and  to  avoid  continuing  operational  problems,  reduce 
maintenance  costs,  and  increase  system  reliability. 

The  reconstruction  work  consists  of  the  replacement  of  all  of  the  worn  out 
components  such  as  all  of  the  Intersection  special  work  (switches, 
crossings,  curve  segments,  etc.),  trolley  wire,  and  certain  of  the  trolley 
poles  and  tangent  spans  which  have  deteriorated  beyond  repair.  Street 
light,  traffic  signal  and  trolley  overhead  facilities  will  be  consolidated 
on  single  poles  where  feasible  and  where  such  consolidation  will  result  in 
the  removal  of  excess  poles.  This  mitigation  measure  has  been  incorporated 
into  the  project  program.  The  measure  responds  to  the  City's  Comprehensive 
Master  Plan  Policy  which  calls  for  the  removal  of  redundant  street 
furniture  in  order  to  Improve  pedestrian  ciculation.  The  new  construction 
and  reconstruction  work  will  be  upgraded  to  Include  features  which  will 
provide  a more  reliable  system  with  regards  to  operations  and  maintenance. 

The  priorities  for  rebuilding  are  determined  by  the  latest  analyses  of 
overhead  maintenance  requirements  and  road  call  frequencies  compiled  by 
MUNI  Operations  and  the  Overhead  Lines  Department.  The  recommended 
priorities  and  schedule  for  trolley  overhead  reconstruction  during  the  next 
five  years  are  shown  below.  The  priorities  will  be  re-evaluated  as  the 
results  of  the  ongoing  Rail  Trolley  Overhead  Infrastructure  Study  are  made 
available. 

The  1-280  Transfer  Concept  Program  (1-280  TCP)  recommended  the 
establishment  of  a one-way  traffic  couplet  on  Bay  and  Northpoint  Streets  in 
the  Northeastern  Waterfront.  This  proposed  TSM  improvement  was  Included  in 
the  1-280  TCP  EIR . The  proposed  TSM  change  is  being  evaluated  as  an 
element  of  a comprehensive  land  use  and  transportation  study.  The  final 
recommendations  will  be  Incorporated  into  the  Master  Plan  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco.  Should  the  one-way  couplet  be  approved  It  would 
necessitate  the  rerouting  of  the  eastbound  30-STOCKT0N  onto  Bay  Street. 

This  study  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  the  Summer  of  1988. 
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TROLLEY  OVERHEAD  RECONSTRUCTION  PRIORITIES  AND  FINANCIAL  PLAN 
(thousands  In  budgeted  amounts) 


Prior  Year 

1W 

1989-9Q 

199Qr91 

1991-92 

1992-93 

30-STOCKTON  Line 

$2,509 

$3,520 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

14-MISSION  Line 

-0- 

-0- 

$3,409 

$3,794 

3,984 

4,183 

TOTAL 

$2,509 

$3,520 

$3,409 

$3,794 

$3,984 

4,183 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  San  Franci sco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Storage  Maintenance  Facilities  Rehabilitation 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Structural,  ventilation  and  other  improvements  to 

MUNI's  existing  operating,  storage,  maintenance  and  administration  and 
other  fixed  facilities. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way;  (5)  Power  Generation  and  Distribution 

Facilities;  (9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garages;  (16)  Other  Fixed 
Assets 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  37-38  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-44 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $6,051,280  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $1,512,820  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $7,564,100 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

This  is  an  ongoing  UMTA  Section  9 supported  activity. 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117(0(18,19)  & 

(d)(9). 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines 

15301(a). 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Chapter  9.  dp.  69-70 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  proect? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "Yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

Host  of  MUNI's  operating  facilities  are  over  forty  years  old  and  much 
needed  rehabilitation  is  overdue.  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
recently  completed  a study  that  indicated  a serious  problem  with  deferred 
maintenance  in  City  buildings  and  other  fixed  assets.  It  recommended  a 
significant  increase  in  infrastructure  Investment  to  avoid  the  need  for 
total  replacements  later.  The  following  Improvements  are  essential  to 
provide  a safer,  healthier,  and  more  efficient  operating  environment. 

o Physical  Plant  Improvements 

These  improvements  Include  the  following:  hydraulic  lift  replacement; 

building  renovation  to  create  additional  space  for  other  activities; 
boiler,  sprinkler,  flooring,  and  fence  replacement;  drainage 
Improvements;  rehabilitation  of  battery  charging  systems;  and 
rehabilitation  of  domestic  water  supply  systems. 

In  1988-89  the  Municipal  Railway  proposes  several  physical  plant 
Improvements  at  two  locations.  The  first  activity  would  augment  the 
rehabilitation  budget  for  Potrero  Division.  The  rehabilitation  of 
Potrero  Division  will  allow  the  facility  to  accommodate  articulated 
trolleys.  The  design  work  associated  with  the  Potrero  Division 
rehabilitation  is  underway,  with  construction  scheduled  for  completion 
in  late  1990.  The  second  location  for  physcial  plant  improvements  is 
Presidio  Division.  The  proposed  Improvements  provide  for  the 
replacement  of  the  domestic  and  waste  water  systems  and  the  roof. 

o Industrial  Safety  Improvements 

These  Improvements  Include  the  following:  asbestos  removal;  emergency 

lighting  modifications;  fire  systems;  fuel  and  waste  oil  piping  and 
storage  system  rehabilitation;  characterization  and  remediation  of 
toxic  contaminates  from  MUNI  facilities;  hazardous  waste  removal;  and 
Installment  of  hazardous  fluid  control  meters. 

In  1988-89  the  Municipal  Railway  proposes  to  upgrade  the  fire  detection 
and  suppreslon  systems  at  various  locations  as  well  as  install  a fire 
safety  system  at  Presidio  for  the  first  time. 
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o Trolley  Overhead  System  Rehabilitation 


The  MUNI  trolley  overhead  system  supplies  power  to  the  electrically 
operated  streetcar  and  trolley  coach  fleet.  The  trolley  overhead 
system  carries  some  460,000  riders  daily,  roughly  one-quarter  of  the 
region's  total  ridership.  While  much  of  the  system  has  been  rebuilt  in 
the  past  decade,  other  areas  of  critical  need  still  exist.  The  trolley 
special  work  (switches,  turnouts  and  cross-overs)  have  a useful  life 
that  is  less  than  half  that  of  support  poles  and  contact  wire  (30 
years).  This  project  would  support  the  purchase  and  installation  of 
worn  special  work  on  a periodic  basis. 

o Metro  System  Improvements 

The  MUNI  Metro  System  is  now  carrying  some  135,000  riders  daily.  In 
order  to  maximize  its  potential,  a number  of  improvements  are  proposed 
to  be  accomplished  on  an  annual  basis.  They  include:  modifications 

and/or  additions  to  passenger  boarding  platforms;  rerailing  work,  the 
addition  and/or  modification  of  switches. 

In  1988-89  the  Municipal  Railway  proposes  two  projects  for  the  Metro 
System.  The  first  project  would  fund  the  design  of  approximately  one 
mile  of  replacement  rail  as  well  as  worn  special  work  and  other 
elements  of  the  rail  system.  The  second  project  would  provide  for  the 
installation  of  specialty  rail  maintenance  equipment. 

o Cable  Car  Enhancements 

With  the  reopening  of  the  Cable  Car  System,  It  has  become  apparent  that 
several  areas  of  program  enhancement  are  needed  to  accomplish  a broad 
range  of  service  related  industrial  plant  Improvements.  The 
Improvements  are  designed  to  Increase  productivity,  lower  future 
maintenance  costs  and  reduce  equipment  downtime.  Improvements  have 
been  recommended  by  consulting  engineers.  These  recommendations 
support  a preventive  maintenance  approach  to  Cable  Car  upkeep.  The 
Improvements  are:  utility  work  within  the  Cable  Barn;  track  work; 

maintenance  equipment;  circulation  Improvements;  and  minor  traction 
modification. 

In  1988-89  the  Municipal  Railway  proposes  several  projects  for  the 
Cable  Car  System.  The  projects  would  fund  the  design  and  modification 
of  elements  of  the  traction  power  and  track  systems. 
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STORAGE  MAINTENANCE  FACILITIES  REHABILITATION  FINANCIAL  PLAN 
(thousands  In  budgeted  amounts) 


Physical  Plant 

1988-89 

1989-90 

199Q-91 

1991-92 

1992-^3 

Improvement 
Industrial  Safety 

$4,339 

$1,911 

$2,017 

$2,628 

$2,769 

Improvements 
Metro  System 

1,100 

299 

314 

530 

567 

Improvements 
Trol 1 ey  Overhead 

325 

536 

563 

690 

725 

Improvement 

Heating/Ventilation 

200 

200 

200 

200 

200 

Improvements 
Cable  Car 

-0- 

431 

453 

576 

606 

Enhancements 

jl m 

525 

525 

m 

794 

TOTAL* 

FIVE  YEAR  TOTAL 

$7,564 

$3,972 

$26,738,430. 

$4,172 

$5,381 

$5,650 

* Totals  reflect  rounding. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  San  Franci sco  Muni ci pal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  24th  and  Utah  Maintenance  Shop  Replacement  Facility 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Provide  a replacement  facility  to  house  the  Ways  and 

Structures  and  Special  Machine  Shop  functions  now  at  the  24th  and  Utah,  as 
well  as  the  Overhead  Lines  function  now  at  Alameda  and  Bryant  in  order  to 
meet  MUNI's  long-term  space  requirement  for  facilities  maintenance 
functions.  The  1988-89  phase  of  the  project  would  provide  funds  for  design. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garage;  (17)  Capitalized 

Engi neeri ng 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  46  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-46 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $607,700  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  151,925  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $759,625 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None. 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117  (d)(8,9). 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines 
15302(c). 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  Involved  In  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Chapter  8.  dp.  69-70 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  proect? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "Yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

The  24th  and  Utah  Facility  was  originally  constructed  as  a Union  Railway 
Station.  It  was  later  used  by  the  Market  Street  Railway  for  a variety  of 
maintenance  functions  before  serving  as  the  first  MUNI  diesel  facility. 

The  PUC  facility  situated  on  the  block  bounded  by  Utah,  San  Bruno,  23rd  and 
24th  Streets  houses  three  MUNI  departments: 

o Facilities  Maintenance  Ways  and  Structures 
o Equipment  Maintenance  Special  Machine  Shop 
o Non-Revenue  Vehicle  Maintenance 

The  three  departments  coexist  in  one  building  (separated  In  two  sections  by 
a structural  wall)  which  occupies  approximately  two-thirds  of  the  80,000 
square  foot  site.  The  remainder  of  the  site  Is  devoted  to  vehicle 
parking.  Because  the  building  was  constructed  during  the  early  part  of  the 
century,  structural  problems  exist,  such  as  cracking  brick  walls  and 
Insufficient  structural  support  to  prevent  major  earthquake  damage. 
Additionally,  the  building  has  deteriorated  utility  systems  as  well  as 
Inadequate  heating  and  lighting  systems.  Preliminary  analysis  of  the  24th 
and  Utah  Shops  Indicates  that  the  building  has  such  significant  structural 
and  utility  problems  that  demolition  and  new  construction  is  the  preferable 
solution. 

Over  the  years,  functions  have  been  added  to  24th  and  Utah,  and,  as  a 
result,  the  work  space  has  become  Increasingly  cramped.  The  departments 
compete  for  limited  available  space,  resulting  in  cumbersome  space  sharing 
and  inefficient  operations.  The  Special  Machine  Shop  and  Facilities 
Maintenance  plan  to  expand  their  24th  and  Utah  operations.  Since  space  is 
currently  at  a premium,  the  need  for  additional  office  and  work  space,  and 
an  expanded  vehicle  parking  area  is  apparent. 

The  non-revenue  vehicle  maintenance  function  will  be  relocated  to  the 
ground  floor  of  the  Harrison  Street  Annex  In  March  1989.  The  Hetch  Hetchy 
Overhead  Lines  Department  and  the  MUNI  Ways  and  Structures  Department 
provide  similar  functions  for  the  Municipal  Railway.  The  Overhead  Lines 
Department  Is  housed  In  a separate  facility  over  a mile  away  at  Alameda  and 
Bryant  Streets.  With  the  relocation  of  the  non-revenue  vehicle  function, 
it  is  hoped  that  these  two  departments  could  be  consolidated.  Significant 
operating  economies  could  be  achieved  by  consolidating  Overhead  Lines 
maintenance  with  Ways  and  Structures  and  the  Special  Machine  Shop  In  a 
single  facility. 
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The  site  of  the  24th  and  Utah  Shops  has  been  identified  for  development  as 
parking  by  the  adjacent  San  Francisco  General  Hospital.  The  San  Francisco 
General  Hospital  is  updating  its  Institutional  Master  Plan  and  preparing 
environmental  analysis  of  a proposed  Hospital  expansion.  A land  swap  is 
being  explored  with  the  Hospital  which  could  result  in  the  relocation  of 
the  24th  and  Utah  Shop  functions  to  a new  site. 

Project  Schedule  and  Budget 
(in  budgeted  amounts) 


19.8g-e9 

1989-90 

Total 

Project  Engineering 

$759,625 

-0- 

$759,625 

Construction 

-0- 

$8,485,570 

8.485.570 

TOTAL 

$759,625 

$8,485,570 

$9,245,195 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  J-M  Layover  Terminals 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  phased  design  and  construction  of  layover 

terminals  in  two  locations,  for  the  extended  J-CHURCH  MUNI  Metro  Line  in 
the  vicinity  of  Stonestown  Shopping  Center  and  provide  a new  layover 
terminal  for  the  M-OCEANVIEW  MUNI  Metro  Line  between  San  Francisco  State 
University  and  Junlpero  Serra  Boulevard. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way;  (17)  Capitalized  Engineering 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  49  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-51 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,869,840  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $467,460  ARTICLE  XIX/TP&D 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $2,337,300 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(18). 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines 
15301. 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Chapter  8.  dp.  69-70 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  proect? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "Yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

This  project  would  provide  funds  to  construct  layover  terminals  on  19th 
Avenue  near  Winston  and  in  the  Upper  Geneva  Yard  for  the  J and  M Lines. 
These  layover  terminals  are  necessary  to  maintain  service  schedules 
(schedule  recovery  time).  Operating  plans  developed  by  consulting 
engineers  (PBQ&D)  for  the  J Line  Connection,  suggest  that  the  construction 
of  layover  terminals  along  of  the  J and  M routes  would  be  required  for  the 
J-M  loop  operation.  The  project  will  provide  operational  flexibility 
enabling  the  MUNI  Metro  service  to  operate  more  effectively  for  riders  on 
the  J and  M Lines.  With  the  turnbacks,  passing  vehicles  could  be  shunted 
aside  so  that  service  could  continue.  The  project  would  allow  short-lining 
of  Metro  service.  This  would  permit  additional  service  on  the  most  heavily 
traveled  portions  of  the  routes.  This  project  will  improve  service 
reliability  for  the  MUNI  Metro's  135,000  daily  riders. 

This  project  consists  of  separate  elements  that  would  accomplished  in  a 
phased  manner,  spanning  different  modes  and  being  funded  from  separate 
accounts.  Substantial  amounts  of  highway  account  funds  are  proposed  to  be 
used.  The  project  elements  Include: 

o Provide  new  layover  terminals  for  the  extended  J-CHURCH  MUNI  Metro  Line 
in  the  vicinity  of  Stonestown  Shopping  Center  and  provide  a new  layover 
terminal  for  the  M-OCEANVIEW  MUNI  Metro  Line  between  San  Francisco 
State  University  and  Junipero  Serra  Boulevard. 

o Grade  separation  and  possible  depression  of  the  M-OCEANVIEW  MUNI  Metro 
tracks  from  Ocean  Avenue  to  Junipero  Serra  Boulevard. 

o Relocatation  of  the  M-OCEANVIEW  MUNI  Metro  tracks  from  the  median  of 
busy  19th  Avenue  to  the  west  side  of  the  roadway. 

o Grade  separate  through  north-south  auto  and  truck  traffic  at  19th 
Avenue  and  Winston  as  well  as  19th  Avenue  and  Holloway. 

o Build  a High  Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV)  by-pass  lane  for  northbound  State 
Route  1 traffic  at  19th  Avenue  and  Junipero  Serra  Boulevard. 

The  layover  terminals  are  necessary  to  maintain  service  schedules  (schedule 
recovery  time).  Operating  plans  developed  by  consulting  engineers  (PBQ&D) 
for  the  J-Line  Connection,  suggest  that  the  construction  of  layover 
terminals  along  the  J-CHURCH  and  M-OCEANVIEW  routes  would  be  required  for 
the  J-M  loop  operation.  The  project  will  provide  operational  flexibility 
enabling  the  MUNI  Metro  service  to  operate  more  effectively  for  riders  on 
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the  J and  M Lines.  With  the  turnbacks,  passing  vehicles  could  be  shunted 
aside  so  that  service  could  continue.  The  project  would  allow  short-lining 
of  Metro  service.  This  would  permit  more  frequent  service  on  the  most 
heavily  traveled  portions  of  the  routes.  This  project  will  improve  service 
reliability  for  the  MUNI  Metro's  135,000  daily  riders. 

The  grade  separation,  depression  and  relocation  of  the  M-Llne  right-of-way 
would  speed  MUNI  service  by  eliminating  automobile  and  pedestrian 
conflicts.  It  would  also  allow  for  high  level  platforms,  enhancing 
handicapped  access.  The  current  passenger  facilities  at  19th  and  Winston 
and  19th  and  Holloway  are  substandard  and  cannot  accomodate  present  or 
Increasing  levels  of  passenger  demand. 

This  project  would  allow  adequate  platform  capacity  for  projected  traffic 
levels.  In  addition,  relocating  the  MUNI  Metro  line  to  the  west  side  of 
the  roadway  would  bring  the  transit  facility  closer  to  the  main  traffic 
generators  In  the  area,  notably  San  Francisco  State  University  (SFSU)  and 
Stonestown  Shopping  Center.  This  relocation  would  eliminate  many 
pedestrian  crossings  of  the  Intersections  (about  10,000  daily  at  SFSU  and 
about  2,000  per  day  at  Winston)  and  would  therefore  Increase  safety  as  well 
as  Improve  passenger  convenience. 

The  grade  separations  with  State  Route  1 (19th  Avenue)  at  both  Winston  and 
Holloway  would  improve  safety  as  both  intersections  handle  high  pedestrian 
volumes  (In  excess  of  10,000  per  day  at  Holloway)  while  the  street  carries 
about  55,000  vehicles  per  day.  Grade  separation  would  mitigate  most  of  the 
traffic  accidents,  which  currently  average  18  per  year  at  Winston  and  12 
per  year  at  Holloway. 

The  HOV  by-pass  lane  on  northbound  State  Route  1 at  Junipero  Serra 
Boulevard  and  19th  Avenue  would  allow  MUNI  buses  and  automobiles  with  three 
or  more  passengers  to  by-pass  the  standing  queue  at  the  signalized 
Intersection,  resulting  in  potential  time  savings  for  transit  vehicles 
(probably  on  the  order  of  two  to  three  minutes  during  peak  periods). 
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J-M  LAYOVER  TERMINALS  FINANCIAL  PLAN 
(in  budgeted  amounts) 


J-M  Layover  Terminals 
Design  and  Construction/1 / 

Traffic  and  Circulation  Improvements 
Grade  Separation,  Track  Relocation 
HOV,  and  Design  and  Construction/2' 

TOTAL 


1989-89 

1989-90 

1990-93 

$2,337,300 

$1 ,238,770 

$656,550 

1.000.000 

-0- 

28.500.000 

$2,337,300 

$1,238,770 

$29,156,550 

This  portion  of  the  project  is  proposed  for  funding  with  UMTA 
Section  9 resources. 

This  portion  of  the  project  is  proposed  for  funding  with  FHWA 
Federal  Aid  Primary  (highway)  resources. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Cable  Car  Vehicle  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  Cable  Car  vehicle  improvement  project  will 

provide  for  the  phased  installation  of  a successful  test  prototype  braking 
system  and  the  introduction  of  alternators  on  the  entire  fleet  of  43  Cable 
Cars. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vehicles  and  (4)  Transit  Way 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  60  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-45 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $233,732  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 58,433  ARTICLE  XIX/TP&D 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $292,165 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

UMTA  Section  9 funds  (CA-90-X037)  were  used  to  develop  and  partially 
retrofit  a new  brake  system  for  Cable  Cars. 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771 . 1 17(c) ( 14) . 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines 
1 5301 (a ,d , f ) , 15302(c) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  Involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Chapter  8.  dp.  69-70 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  proect? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "Yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

The  Cable  Car  vehicle  improvement  project  will  provide  for  the  phased 
installation  of  a successful  test  prototype  braking  system  and  the 
introduction  of  alternators  on  the  entire  fleet  of  43  Cable  Cars. 

The  project  provides  additional  funding  for  the  installation  (retrofit)  of 
an  improved  track  and  wheel  braking  system.  These  brakes  could  not  be 
tested  until  the  entire  Cable  Car  system  resumed  service.  Since  the  system 
now  has  had  sufficient  operating  time,  installation  of  a braking  system  for 
the  entire  fleet  of  Cable  Cars  can  begin.  Funding  for  the  design  and 
development  of  a brake  prototype  was  provided  in  a previous  federal  grant. 

Traction  power  for  the  Cable  Car  System  is  provided  from  the  underground 
cables.  Power  to  light  the  vehicle  headlights  and  interior  running  lights 
is  presently  provided  from  standard  automobile  batteries  which  replaced  the 
historic  lanterns.  The  batteries  do  not  charge  during  operation,  rather 
the  batteries  are  recharged  manually  in  the  barn  at  night.  The 
installation  of  the  alternators  would  eliminate  this  aspect  of  vehicle 
maintenance  and  improve  productivity. 


CABLE  CAR  VEHICLE  IMPROVEMENTS  FINANCIAL  PLAN 
(In  budgeted  amounts) 


Equipment  Engineering/ 
Installation' 

Prior  Year 
$600,000 

1988-89 

-0- 

Total 

$600,000 

Equipment  Installation 

-0- 

$292,165 

292.165 

TOTAL 

$600,000 

$292,165 

$892,165 

1 Funded  with  FY83-84  UMTA  Section 

9 resources. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Miscellaneous  Equipment  and  Non-Revenue  Vehicles 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Equipment  needed  on  an  ongoing  basis  for  continued 

operation  of  MUNI ' s transportation,  maintenance,  and  administrative  functions 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (3)  Service  Vehicles;  (13)  Data  Processing;  (14) 

Communications;  (15)  Office  Equipment;  (16)  Other  Fixed  Assets;  (21)  Other 
Miscellaneous  Equipment 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  40  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-44,45 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,597,680  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $899,420  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $4,497,100 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

The  replacement  of  equipment  has  been  an  ongoing  UMTA  supported  capital 
project. 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117  (c) ( 1 9) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines 
15302(c). 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  Involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as 
set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Chapter  8.  dp.  69-70 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct, 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "Yes,"  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

This  project  includes  the  purchase  of  new  equipment  needed  on  an  ongoing 
basis  for  the  continued  operation  of  MUNI ' s transportation,  maintenance, 
and  administrative  functions.  This  equipment  is  requested  by  MUNI  and  PUC 
support  departments  as  part  of  the  annual  operating  budget  submission  each 
fall.  The  items  include:  non-revenue  vehicles  (sedans  and  trucks);  and 
shop  tools  and  maintenance  equipment;  not  provided  under  other  special 
capital  programs  or  projects.  This  equipment  has  exceeded  its  useful  life. 

The  1988  of  areas  of  emphasis  and  budgeted  amounts  are  listed  below: 


MISCELLANEOUS  EQUIPMENT  AND  NON-REVENUE  VEHICLES  FINANCIAL  PLAN 
(in  budgeted  amounts) 

1988-89 

Data  Processing  and 
Office  Equipment 

$248,060 

Service  Vehicles 
and  Sedans 

1,653,750 

Maintenance  and 
Repair  Equipment 

2.535L2 65 

TOTAL 

$4,497,095 

(0457G/9) 


-89- 


SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/ 
Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  San  Mateo  County  Transit 
District 

Program  Number  CA-90- 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $74,153,760 

Carryover  funds  -0- 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $74,153,760 


Proiect  DescriDtion 

Local 

Federal 

Total 

I. 

CAPITAL  PROJECTS 

80/20  Funding: 

1.  Purchase  7 Additional  Buses 

$252,840 

$1,011,360 

$1 ,264,200 

Subtotal  Capital 

$252,840 

$1,011,360 

$1 ,264,200 

II. 

OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 

$32,736,002 

$1 ,497,798 

$34,234,000 

Total s 

$32,988,842 

$2,509,158 

$35,498,200 

*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  SamTrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Seven  (7)  Forty-Foot  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  seven  (7)  standard  40  foot  expansion  buses  with  related  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III  - 31  & III  - 108  to  113  TIP  PAGE  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,011,360  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $252,840 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,264,200 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (SPECIFY  STATE  AND  FEDERAL  CODES) 

NEPA  STATUS:  NEPA:  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 7(B) ( 1 7)  (CE) 

CEQA  STATUS:  CEQA:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15000  (No  Significant 

Impact) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  11-45  (Standard  v.7.4; 

11-46  (Item  3) 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  p.  II  - 46 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  p.  II  - 46 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference:  11-47  (Item  6) 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 
Description/Purpose 

Purchase  of  seven  standard  40  foot  buses  for  expansion.  Buses  are  to  be 
equipped  with  air  conditioning,  wheelchair  lift  package,  electronic 
destination  signs,  delivery  fee,  Inspection  service,  spare  components  and 
related  equipment  project  administration,  and  contingency,  radios,  and 
fareboxes . 

The  project  is  needed  to  cover  growth  expected  to  occur  in  FY  1990-91  (see 
Table  1 1 1-4  in  the  SRTP).  The  new  vehicles  will  help  the  District  meet 
Objective  II. 1 & II. 6,  and  Standard  V.I  for  the  orderly  purchase  of  new 
buses . 

Productivity.  Efficiency  and  Other  Benefits 

With  the  purchase  of  the  seven  40  foot  buses,  the  fleet  at  the  end  of  FY 
1990-91  will  be  306  vehicles.  This  will  help  the  District  meet  its  peak 
hour  needs  of  266  buses  in  FY  1990-91. 

Demand  Analysis 

As  illustrated  in  Table  I I 1-4 , the  buses  will  be  used  to  meet  demand  in 
new  and  existing  markets. 

A total  of  4 buses  will  be  allocated  between  existing  Routes  5M,  7F,  7B, 
and  17F  to  alleviate  overloads  and  pent  up  demand.  Since  1984  these 
routes  have  increased  4.2  percent  despite  a large  fare  increase  in  January 
1986.  Recently  these  routes  have  shown  an  increase  of  1.4  percent  as  a 
whole  in  a comparison  with  the  same  time  in  1987.  The  routes  according  to 
Table  A-2  in  the  SRTP,  have  a load  factor  of  at  least  1.28  in  the  peak. 
These  buses  may  also  service  East  101  developments  which  in  MTC's 
Peninsula  101  Study  anticipates  significant  increases  in  demand. 

Two  buses  will  be  allocated  to  1-280  express  service  to  San  Francisco  or 
Bart.  A number  of  studies  including  the  San  Francisco  Downtown  Plan,  ABAG 
Projections,  and  SCR  74  projects  significant  growth  in  San  Francisco 
employment.  The  1-280  corridor  Is  an  untapped  market  which  has  been 
programmed  for  expansion  in  recent  SamTrans  plans.  This  market  is  ripe 
for  expansion,  as  illustrated  by  the  fact  that  daily  rldership  on  Route  2S 
has  registered  an  Increase  of  5.7  percent  in  1987  compared  to  1986.  This 
is  in  contrast  to  other  local  routes  which  have  lost  riders  or  remain 
static. 
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One  bus  is  to  be  allocated  to  local/school  service.  The  District  in 
recent  years  has  experienced  an  increase  of  approximately  one  bus  per  year 
to  meet  the  various  needs  of  local  service.  This  is  a result  of  balancing 
the  competing  needs  of  various  markets  (youth,  commuters,  seniors,  and  new 
developments)  within  the  existing  route  structure  at  the  local  level.  An 
example  of  this  demand  is  the  fact  that  one  bus  will  have  been  added  in 
September  1988  to  serve  a new  development  in  Menlo  Park  which  can't  be 
handled  by  minor  modifications  of  the  existing  route  structure. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Francisco/ 

Oakland 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Vallejo 

Program  Number  CA-90- 

Proiect  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Acquire  Management  Information 

System 

2.  Replace  2 Non-Revenue  Vehicles 

3.  Purchase  Maintenance  Tools, 

Equipment  and  Furniture 

Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 
Total s 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $74,153,760 

Carryover  funds  -0- 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $74,153,760 


Local  Federal  Total 


$38,588 

$154,352 

$192,940 

10,231 

40,924 

51,155 

58,275 

233,100 

291,375 

$107,094 

$428,376 

$535,470 

$1 ,541 ,000 

$195,276 

$1  ,736,276 

$1,648,094 

$623,652 

$2,271 ,746 

*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1 . OPERATOR:  City  of  Vallejo 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Management  Information  System 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  City  of  Vallejo  will  automate  Its  existing 

transit  data  collection  system  using  a microcomputer  based  Management 
Information  System  (MIS). 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (13)  Data  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  SRTP  1987-92;  Pg.  72 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $154,352 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  $38,588 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $192,940 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(b)  (20)  (exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin  Code  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  Involved  In  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  SRTP  1987-92  pg.  72 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X_No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
UMTA  Section  9 
TDA  Article  4 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X_No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Vallejo  Transit  will  convert  its  manual  transit  data  collection  method  to 
an  automated  system,  using  a computerized  Management  Information  System 
(MIS).  Presently,  all  transit  data  collection,  financial  transactions, 
and  accounting  and  payroll  functions  are  conducted  manually.  For  example, 
passenger  counts  are  collected  manually  by  drivers  and  then  transferred  to 
daily  logs.  This  information  is  then  added  up  manually,  in  order  to 
obtain  weekly  and  monthly  totals.  This  tedious,  time-consuming  process  is 
then  repeated  by  the  maintenance,  accounting,  and  general  management  staff, 

An  MIS  will  guarantee  that  less  staff  time  will  be  spent  on  routine 
functions.  System  productivity  and  efficiency  will  be  enhanced  to  the 
degree  that  additional  marketing  efforts  and  Improved  system  analysis  are 
also  Implemented. 

An  MIS  will  increase  the  efficiency  of  Vallejo  Transit  operations. 
Vallejo's  fixed  route  system  contractor  employs  three  full-time  staff 
members  to  conduct  Information  gathering  function,  and  generating  the  many 
reports  required  by  local  state,  an  federal  agencies.  An  MIS  will  greatly 
reduce  the  time  needed  to  generate  such  reports,  and  free  up  more  time  for 
the  analysis  of  information. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1 . OPERATOR:  City  of  Vallejo 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  2 Non-Revenue  Replacement  Vehicles 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  2 non  revenue  vehicles  which  have  reached 

replacement  age.  The  vehicles  will  be  used  for  road  supervision  and 
emergency  road  maintenance. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (3)  Service  vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  SRTP  1987-92  pg.  73 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $40,924 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $10,231 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $51,155 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(b)  (20)  (exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin  Code  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1) 

a.  Has  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 

set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  SRTP  1987-92  pg.  73 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

X No. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No. 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No. 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
UMTA  Section  9 
TDA  Article  4 
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12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 


Two  non-revenue  vehicles  used  by  Vallejo  Transit  are  now  14  years  old,  and 
have  traveled  over  50,000  heavy-duty  urban  miles.  One  vehicle  is  used  for 
operational  supervision.  The  other  vehicle  Is  used  by  the  maintenance 
department  for  road  calls  and  similar  functions. 

The  two  vehicles  to  be  replaced  make  up  Vallejo's  entire  non-revenue 
vehicle  fleet.  Thus,  Vallejo  Transit  is  dependent  upon  these  vehicles  in 
order  to  deliver  essential,  "on-the-road"  service.  A new,  reliable,  and 
fully-equipped  truck  for  the  maintenance  department  will  guarantee  a quick 
response  to  emergency  road  calls,  thus  minimizing  service  disruptions. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1 . OPERATOR:  City  of  Vallejo 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Maintenance  Tools  Equipment  and  Furniture 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

This  project  provides  for  the  purchase  of  maintenance  equipment,  tools, 
and  office  furniture  associated  with  the  Maintenance  and  Administration 
Facilities. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (16)  Other  Fixed  Assets 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1987-92  pg.  74 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $233,100 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $58,275 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $291,375 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.  115(b)  (20)  (exempt) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin  Code  Section  15302  (Exempt) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  SRTP  1987-92  dq.  74 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No. 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No. 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
UMTA  Section  9 
TDA  Article  4 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No. 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

A January  1986  study  by  Transit  Maintenance  Consultants  concluded  the 
Vallejo  Transit's  essential  maintenance  equipment  has  never  been  replaced, 
and  Is  either  worn-out  or  obsolete.  Further  analysis  also  revealed  a 
major  need  to  purchase  furniture  and  office  equipment  for  both  the 
maintenance  facility  and  City  administration  offices. 
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FY  1988-89  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
SAN  JOSE  URBANIZED  AREA 


(6858a) 
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urbanized  area 

SAN  JOSE 


APPORTIONMENT: 


FY  1987-88  Carryover 

of  Transfer  Funds  *3,369,281 

FY  1988-89  Estimate  *15,453,463 


Expected  Transfer  Funds 


*229,685 


Total 


*19,052,429 


DESIGNATED  RECIPIENT: 

Metropolitan  Transp.  Connission 

UTMA  Sec. 9 C emulative 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  (Dollars)  Total 


Local  Total 

Match  1988-89  Cost 


OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


CALTRAIN 

SCCTD 


3,069,697  (1) 
6,822,662  (2) 


CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


Subtotal  9,892,359 


9,892,359 


CALTRAIN 


Track  Rehabilitation  (SJ) 

1,197,000 

299,250 

1,496,250 

Station  Improvements  (SJ) 

2,932,972 

733,243 

3,666,215 

SCCTD 

Subtotal  4,129,972 

14,022,331 

1,032,493 

5,162,465 

Guadalupe  LRT  Phase  II 

3,352,000 

838,000 

4,190,000 

Registering  Fareboxes 

1,321,044 

330,261 

1,651,305 

LRV  In- Floor  Hoist 

500,000  (3) 

125,000 

625,000 

Subtotal  5,173,044 

1,293,261 

6,466,305 

19,195,375 


(1)  Included  *2.5  million  in  FY  1987-88  carryover  funds. 

(2)  Includes  *340,012  in  FY  1987-88  carryover  funds. 

An  additional  *229,685  is  subject  to  the  transfer  of 
Section  9 funds  from  another  urbanized  area. 

(3)  Funded  by  prior  year  carryover  funds. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Jose 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  California  Department  of 
Transportation 
Program  Number  CA-90- 

Project  Descriptipn 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1 . Track  Rehabi 1 i tation 

2.  Station  Improvements 
Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 
Total s 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $15,453,463 

Carryover  funds  -0- 

Expected  Transfer  funds  229,685 

Carryover  Transfer  funds  3,369,281 
Total  funds  available  $19,052,429 


Local 

Federal 

Total 

$299,250 

$1,197,000 

$1  ,496,250 

733,243 

2,932,972 

3,666,215 

$1,032,493 

$4,129,972 

$5,162,465 

$5,473,650 

$3,069,697** 

$8,543,347 

$6,506,143 

$7,199,669 

$13,705,812 

*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
**  includes  $2,500,000  in  FY  1987-88  carryover  funds. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 


1.  OPERATOR:  Caltrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Track  Rehabilitation 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

At  ten  (10)  locations  improve  road  crossing  warning  device  & rehabilitate 
grade  crossings;  replace  worn  tracks  with  continuous  welded  rail;  surface 
track  replace  ties;  and  restore  tracks  at  five  stations. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  183  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,197,000  (SJ)  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  299,250 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $3,431,680 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $5,795,868  1987-88  Sec.  9 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  (CE)  23  CFR  Part  771  Paragraph  771.117  (a)  (18)  (NR) 

CEQA  STATUS:  (CE)  California  Public  Resources  Code  Sec.  21080  (b) 

(11)  (NR) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Pq.  233 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference Note:  Southern  Pacific 

Transportation  Co 
wi 1 1 perform  al 1 
construction. 

c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference Note:  Southern  Pacific 

Transportation  Co 
will  perform  all 
construction. 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

In  FY  1982/83,  Caltrans  contracted  with  Southern  Pacific  to  rehabilitate 
tracks  and  tunnels  on  the  Peninsula  line.  The  total  cost  of  the  contract 
was  about  $2.5  million;  Caltrans  paid  52  percent  and  SP  paid  the  remaining 
48  percent.  During  FY  1987-88,  Caltrans  and  SP  developed  a 3-year 
comprehensive  Track  Capital  Improvement  Program  defining  track  work 
necessary  to  support  CalTrain  service.  Federal  funds  are  being  requested 
to  continue  the  second  year  (FY  1988/89)  of  the  track  program.  SP  will 
also  contribute  to  the  project,  their  percentage  share  is  currently  being 
negotiated.  Projects  include  rehabilitation  of  road  grade  crossings  by 
installing  continuous  welded  rail  (CWR)  at  ten  locations;  rehabilitate 
station  area  tracks  at  five  stations  by  replacement  of  fouled  ballast  and 
any  necessary  ties,  and  install  CWR:  surface  track  and  replace  ties  at 
various  locations;  rehabilitate  tracks  on  curves  with  installation  of 
appropriate  lubricators  at  various  locations;  and  install  road  crossing 
warning  devices  at  ten  locations  (funding  through  the  FHWA  Sect.  130 
Program).  These  projects  are  above  and  beyond  routine  daily  maintenance 
SP  provides  as  part  of  the  Caltrans/SP  Master  Agreement. 

The  grade  crossing  rehabilitation  projects  will  include  replacing  old  work 
jointed  rail  with  continuous  welded  rail.  Continuous  welded  rail  will 
provide  a smoother  and  quieter  ride  for  rail  passengers.  Ballast,  tie, 
rail  and  roadbed  rehabilitation  will  provide  a smoother  ride,  enhance 
passenger  safety,  and  ensure  continuance  of  operating  speeds.  Continuous 
welded  rail  is  cheaper  to  maintain  than  jointed  rail.  Frequent 
maintenance  (Some  portions  of  rail  is  over  40  years  old)  can  disrupt  train 
schedules  and  operation  speeds. 


3828a/73 


-105- 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


! 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 

PRIORITIES  ! 

1 . OPERATOR:  Caltrans  | 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Station  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

On-going  station  improvement  program  including  building  improvement 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations  and  (7)  Passenger  Parking  Facilities  I 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  151  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  IV-23  . 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  2,932,972  (SJ)  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  733,243 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $3,666,215 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  state  and  federal  codes) 

NEPA  STATUS:  (CE)  23  CFR  Part  771  Paragraph  771.117  (a)  (15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  (CE)  California  Public  Resources  Code  Sec.  21080  (b)  (11)  (R) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Pos.  233  & 151 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

__X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 

regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  Cal  trans/Southern  Pacific  operating  agreement  charges  Caltrans  with 
sole  responsibility  of  improvement  and  maintaining  the  26  rail  passenger 
station  on  the  Peninsula.  The  poor  condition  of  several  station 
structures,  parking  lots,  and  loading  platforms  was  well  documented  in 
"Caltrans  Commuter  Rail  Station  Location  and  Improvement  Study",  prepared 
by  Barton-Aschman  Associates.  The  proposed  improvements  contained  in  the 
report  have  been  the  basis  of  Caltrans'  ongoing  station  improvement 
program.  During  FY  1987/88  Caltrans,  in  consultation  with  PCS  Station 
Improvement  Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC),  developed  a 7-year 
comprehensive  Station  Improvement  Program  which  defines  needed 
improvements  at  all  PCS  stations.  Federal  funds  are  being  sought  for  the 
FY  1988-89  program  year  which  includes  the  projects  shown  below.  Station 
wheelchair  accessibility  projects  to  benefit  the  elderly  and  handicapped 
were  recommended  by  the  "Peninsula  Commute  Rail  Service  Accessibility 
Study"  prepared  by  Crain  & Associates,  Inc. 

In  order  to  remove  barriers  to  riding  the  train,  Caltrans  must  provide 
accessibility  improvements  for  elderly  and  handicapped  persons.  These 
improvements  will  include  access  ramps  and  lifts  from  the  boarding  area  to 
the  trains,  and  accessibility  improvements  to  the  station  themselves.  The 
project  also  develops  new  boarding  areas  and  expands  parking  facilities. 

To  the  extent  that  additional  ridership  can  be  attracted  due  to  enhanced 
accessibility  and  expanded  facilities,  internal  productivity  and 
efficiency  wi 1 1 benefit. 

Six  of  the  stations  (4th  and  Townsend,  Hillsdale,  Redwood  City,  Palo  Alto, 
Sunnyvale  and  San  Jose)  designated  as  Regional  Transit  Connections  are 
programmed  for  station  improvements.  All  station  improvement  will  be 
designed  to  provide  wheelchair  accessibility. 


Station 

Work 

Estimated 

Cost 

17  Stations 

E & H Access 
Ramps  & Lifts 

$1,135,000 

Burl i ngame 

Boarding  Area 
Reconstruction 

$ 650,000 

San  Antonio 

Rd. 

Boarding  Area 
Reconstruction 

$1 ,295,000 

Millbrae,  Burlingame 
Menlo  Park,  San  Carlos 

Depot  Access 
for  E & H 

$ 136,000 

Mi  1 1 brae 

Expand,  Improve 
Parki ng 

$ 450,000 
$3,666,000 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  San  Jose 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit 
Di stri ct 

Program  Number  CA-90- 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1989: 

Carryover  funds 
Expected  Transfer  Funds 
Carryover  transfer  funds 
Total  funds  available 


$15,453,463 

-0- 

229,685 

3,369,281 

$19,052,429 


Project  Description  Local  Federal  Total 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 

80/20  Funding: 


1 . 

Purchase  Registering 

Fareboxes 

$330,261 

$1,321,044 

$1,651,305 

2. 

Install  Automatic  Train  Protection 

and  Concrete  Barriers  (Guadalupe)  838,000 

3,352,000 

4,190,000 

3. 

Install  LRV  In-Floor 

Hoi  st 

125,000 

500,000 

625,000 

Subtotal  Capital 

$1,293,261 

$5,173,044 

$6,466,305 

OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 

$93,146,353 

$6,822,662** 

$108,802,803 

Total s 

$94,439,614 

$11,995,706 

$115,269,108 

* for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 

**  includes  $340,012  in  carryover  funds.  An  additional  $229,685  is  subject 
to  the  transfer  of  Section  9 funds  from  another  Urbanized  Area. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  SCCTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Guadalupe  Corridor  LRT  Phase  II 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

These  are  enhancements  to  the  Guadalupe  Corridor  Projects  consisting  of 
median  barriers  and  Automatic  Train  Protection. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  4 Transit  Way 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  118  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,352,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $838,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $4,190,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  N/A 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Guadalupe  Corridor  EIR,  approved 

CEQA  STATUS:  Guadalupe  Corridor  EIS,  approved 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  Involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17.118 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17.118 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17.118 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  Impediments? 

Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17,118 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Guadalupe  Corridor  South  Line  Median  Barriers 

a.  Between  the  expressway  and  the  center  median  containing  the  LRV 
trackage  from  1-280  intersection  to  Santa  Teresa,  New  Jersey  concrete 
barriers  are  to  be  placed  between  the  edge  of  the  future  expressways 
shoulder  and  the  ballasted  area  containing  the  LRV  trackage.  These 
Improvements  are  not  included  in  the  FFGA  scope. 

The  CPUC  has  determined  that  the  classification  necessary  for  vehicle 
speeds  in  excess  of  35  mph  within  the  median  and  between  the  shoulders 
of  the  expressway  freeway  from  1-280  interchange  southward  to  the 
first  grade  crossing  would  require  the  design  installation  of 
"substantive  barriers"  (G.O.  143).  In  the  PUC  staff  interpretation, 
this  would  be  reinforced  concrete  "New  Jersey  type"  barriers  on  both 
sides  of  the  track  ballast. 

The  construction  of  the  32"  barriers  will  be  shared  among  Caltrans, 
the  City  of  San  Jose  and  the  SCCTD.  The  SCCTD  share  is  estimated  at 
$1 ,800,000. 

b.  Project  Merit 

This  Is  a CPUC  Mandated  improvement  designed  to  provide  Increased 
safety  to  LRT  passengers. 

Absence  of  the  barriers  would  require  speeds  under  35  mph.  Therefore, 
the  project  will  allow  Improved  running  time  by  permitting  higher 
speeds  (up  to  55  mph)  resulting  in  Increased  operating  effectiveness 
and  efficiency.  This  will  be  manifested  in  lower  travel  times  for 
passengers,  greater  productivity  to  the  SCCTD  operation,  and  higher 
peak  capacity. 

Automatic  Train  Protection  (ATP) 

a.  Project  Description:  Guadalupe  Corridor  light  rail  transit  automatic 

train  protection.  Installation  of  ATP  In  LRT  South  Line  between 
Branham  Station  and  Santa  Teresa,  a distance  of  5 miles.  The  proposed 
project  Includes  eligible  project  administration  costs. 

b.  Project  Justification:  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC) 

General  Order  143  requires  ATP  where  light  rail  transit  speeds  exceed 
45  miles  per  hour.  The  Guadalupe  Corridor  Full  Funding  Agreement  LRT 
scope  Includes  ATP  between  Route  280  and  Branham,  but  not  from  Miyuki 
Branham  to  the  southern  terminus  at  Santa  Teresa.  Route  87  and  Route 
85  from  north  of  Branham  to  Miyuki  will  be  upgraded  to  a freeway 
system  with  grade-separated  intersection  for  the  LRT  system.  The 
resulting  geometries  would  permit  LRT  vehicle  speeds  up  to  55  miles 
per  hour. 
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It  is  also  desirable  to  provide  automatic  train  protection  for  a light 
rail  system  operating  in  an  exclusive  right-of-way,  even  at  lower 
operating  speeds,  to  increase  train  safety  particularly  in  poor 
visability  conditions.  ATP  also  allows  for  optional  train  spacing 
(headways),  thereby  Increasing  revenue  and  operating  efficiency. 

11a.  Private  Sector  Requirements  Supplemental  Information 

These  are  safety  enhancements  to  the  existing  Guadalupe  Corridor 
Project.  The  design  of  these  has  involved  competitively  procured 
consultant  services.  The  construction/installation  of  these  items 
will  be  accomplished  through  competitively  procured  contracts  with  the 
Private  Sector. 


* The  upgrading  to  a full  freeway  along  the  Route  85  portion  of  the 
Guadalupe  Corridor  Project  enhanced  the  opportunities  (by  eliminating 
at-grade  intersections)  for  the  LRT  System  to  Cooperate  more  effectively 
an  efficiently.  The  ATP  is  not  a mitigation  measure  created  by  the 
construction  of  the  freeway  funded  through  Measure  A funds.  Since  the 
benefits  are  delivered  by  the  Transit  District,  the  costs  are  incurred  by 
the  District. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  SCCTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Electronic  Fareboxes 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Upgrading  to  electronic  registering  farebox  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (12)  Revenue  Collection 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  112  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,321,044  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $330,261 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $4,200,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $2,101,863 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  (CE)  23  CFR  Part  771.115(b)  (23) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17.122 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17.122 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  

c.  Are  there  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17.112 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17,112 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION 

This  new  system  would  update  existing  fareboxes  to  meet  the  accepted 
standard  for  major  bus  systems  of  electronic  registering  fareboxes. 
Self-service  fare  vending  machines  will  be  used  for  the  Guadalupe  Corridor 
Light  Rail  System,  which  starts  operation  in  late  1987.  This  proposal 
would,  therefore,  allow  the  update  and  coordination  of  the  District's 
complete  revenue  collection  system. 

A registering  farebox  ensures  correct  fare  payment,  eliminating 
underpayment  of  fares  and  increasing  revenues.  Cash  fares  and  pass/ticket 
use  can  be  registered  by  category.  Additionally,  details  on  revenue  and 
ridership  can  be  determined  by  route,  route  segment,  and  time. 

A microcomputer-based  reporting  system  accesses  data  from  the  farebox 
through  an  optic  probe  to  provide  management  information  on  all  farebox 
events,  including  revenue,  ridership,  maintenance  data,  and  cashbox 
pulling.  The  optic  probe  also  allows  removal  of  cashboxes  through  an 
electronic  lock,  eliminating  keys  and  Improving  revenue  security. 

Built-in  self-diagnostics  are  provided  for  use  in  preventive  maintenance 
planning. 

Improved  technology  for  currently  transporting  and  counting,  and  coin 
bypass,  permits  operation  even  in  the  event  of  a jammed  coin  mechanism  and 
provides  faster,  safer  boarding  of  the  passengers. 

The  proposed  project  is  subject  to  an  LONP  request  to  UMTA. 

11a. Private  Sector  Participation  — Supplemental  Information 

This  fare  collection  equipment  project  will  be  a competitively  procured 
furnish  and  install  contract.  The  fareboxes  will  replace  existing 
non-registering  fareboxes  in  existing  buses. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  SCCTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  LRV  in-floor  hoist 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Furnish  and  install  in-floor  hoist  at  the  LRV 

Maintenance  Facility 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  vehicle  maintenance  shops  and  garage 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $500,000  UMTA  Section  9:  Trade  Funds 

only 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $125,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $625,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(b)(8) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 

7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project, 
as  set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  JLYes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17 

If  "yes"  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference 

c.  Are  the  Impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17 

If  "yes"  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of 
these  impediments? 

Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  17 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

References 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  In-Floor  Hoist  is  used  to  raise  and  lower  the  light  rail  vehicles  and 
vehicle  trucks  to  facilitate  inspection,  maintenance  and  repair  of  the 
vehicles.  The  hoist  will  lift  vehicles  to  change  trucks  without  damaging 
resilient  material  in  the  truck  suspension. 

The  In-Floor  Hoist  will  privide  the  capability  for  spin  testing  motor 
trucks  for  preventive  maintenance,  testing  and  failure  investigation  of 
traction  motor  gear  boxes  and  journal  bearings  by  allowing  specific  noise 
and  vibration  tests  to  be  performed.  In  anticipation  of  having  the 
ability  to  spin  test  all  cars  for  every  inspection  period,  test  equipment 
has  been  budgeted  and  purchased.  The  spin  testing  will  predict  failure 
trends  for  wearing  of  mechanical  parts  through  proper  testing  procedures 
and  techniques.  The  capability  to  report  noise  and  vibration 
characteristics  of  normal  wear  components  can  also  be  predicted  by  spin 
testing  within  the  gear  boxes  and  traction  motors.  Potential  component 
failures  will  be  noted  such  as  possible  freeze  ups  during  failures; 
broken  axles  and  heat  related  damage  which  could  affect  mainline  service 
failure,  1 1 el ng  up  the  rail  line  and  directly  Impacting  revenue  service. 

The  future  preventive  maintenance  program,  particularly  the  5 year 
semi-major  vehicle  overhaul,  will  require  the  maximum  utilization  of  the 
In-Floor  Hoist.  With  the  hoist,  the  vehicle  downtime  is  reduced  due  to 
Increases  in  efficiency  over  the  use  of  portable  hoists.  After 
installation  of  the  In-Floor  Hoist,  the  portable  hoists  will  be  used  to 
repair  the  historial  trolly  vehicles  In  the  trolly  maintenance  building. 

When  the  LRV  facility  was  under  design,  the  vehicle  design  on  the  light 
rail  vehicle  truck  system  was  not  complete.  It  was  not  anticipated  at 
that  time  that  an  In-Floor  Hoist  was  required  to  change  trucks. 

Currently,  trucks  are  Inspected,  maintained  and  repaired  by  portable 
hoist  which  are  causing  component  damage  due  to  Inadequate  space 
available  for  removal  of  the  truck  assembly.  The  In-Floor  Hoist  provides 
more  space  for  this  function. 

(a)  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  maintenance  staff. 

(b)  provide  the  capability  to  predict  failures  of  the  motorized 
components . 

(c)  reduce  damage  to  components  currently  being  experienced  by  use  of 
portable  hoists. 
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The  LRV's  can  be  maintained  only  at  the  LRV  maintenance  facility, 
project  Is  a capital  improvement  which  will  be  constructed  through 
competitively  procured  contract  with  a private  sector  entity. 


Thi  s 
a 
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FY  1988-89  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
ANTIOCH-PITTSBURG  URBANIZED  AREA 
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URBANIZED  AREA 
ANTIOCH/PITTSBURG 

APPORTIONMENT:  FY  1987-88  Carryover  SI, 158, 457 

FY  1988-89  Estimate  $708,387 


Total  $1,866,844 

DESIGNATED  RECIPIENT: 

Metropolitan  Transp.  Commission 

UTMA  Sec. 9 Cumulative  Local  Total 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  (Dollars)  Total  Match  1988-89  Cost 


OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


NONE 


Subtotal 


0 


CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


BART 

RR  Ave.  Park  and  Ride  Lot  526,024 


0 


Subtotal  526,024 


526,024 
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131,506  657,530 


131,506  657,530 


SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1989: 
Carryover  funds 
Transfer  funds 
Carryover  transfer  funds 
Total  funds  available 

Local  Federal 


$131,506  $526,024 

$131,506  $526,024 


$131,506  $526,024 


i 

i 

i 


Urbanized  Area:  Antioch/Pittsburg 

Designated  Recipient:  Governor  of 
Cal i fornia 

Grantee:  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
Program  Number  CA-90- 

Prolect  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Park  & Ride  Facility  at 
Railroad  Avenue,  Pittsburg 

Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 

NONE 

Totals 
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$708,387 

$1,158,457 

-0- 

-0- 

$1 ,866,844 


Total 


$657,530 

$657,530 


$657,530 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1 . 

OPERATOR:  BART 

2. 

PROJECT  NAME:  Park 

& Ride  Facility 

3. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Construct  faci 1 i ty  at 

Railroad  Avenue  In  Pittsburg 

4. 

PROJECT  CLASS: 

5. 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

Not  Avai Table 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $526,025 

UMTA  Section  9 

7. 

PROPOSED  LXAL  MATCH: 

: (20X)  131,506 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$657,531 

9. 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

None 

10. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Pending 
CEQA  STATUS:  Pending 

'11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO.  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as  set 
forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No  X Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

b.  Will  proposals  be  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

No  X Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

No  X Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding 
this  project? 

_X No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

12.  PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION 

This  project  would  be  located  adjacent  to  what  is  planned  to  be  the  site  of  the  BART 
Pittsburg  Station.  At  present,  BART  is  unable  to  purchase  the  site  from  the 
owner/developer  at  the  price  offered  pursuant  to  an  Independent  land  appraisal,  and 
cannot  now  employ  Eminent  Domain  proceedings.  A variety  of  related  negotiations  are 
being  pursued  in  the  hope  that  the  acquisition  can  take  place  In  the  near  future, 
permitting  the  construction  of  the  planned  park  and  ride  lot  within  the  current 
fiscal  year. 
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FY  1988-89  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
FAIRFIELD  URBANIZED  AREA 


URBANIZED  ARE* 
FAIRFIELD 


APPORTIONMENT  : 

FY  1987-88  Carryover 
FY  1988-89  Estimate 

$0 

1446,707 

Total 

1446,707 

DESIGNATED  RECIPIENT: 
Metropolitan  Transp.  Commission 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 

UTMA  Sec. 9 
(Dollars) 

Cumulative  Local  Total 

Total  Match  1988-89  Cost 

OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 

FAIRFIELD 

142,372 

Subtotal 

142,372 

142,372 

CAPITAL  PROJECTS 

FAIRFIELD 
Bus  Washer 

92,000 

23,000 

115,000 

Bus  Stop  Improvements 

34,000 

8,500 

42,500 

Service  Vehicles 

16,000 

4,000 

20,000 

Replacement  Bus  Engines 

20,000 

5,000 

25,000 

Subtotal 

162,000 

40,500 

202,500 

304,372 


SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  Fairfield 

Designated  Recipient:  Governor  of 

Cali forni a 

Grantee:  Fairfield 
Program  Number  CA-90- 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $446,707 

Carryover  funds  -0- 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $446,707 


Project  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1 . Purchase  Bus  Washer 

2.  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

3.  Purchase  service  vehicles 

4.  Replace  Bus  Engines 
Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 
Totals 


Local 

Federal 

Total 

$23,000 

$92,000 

$115,000 

8,500 

34,000 

42,500 

4,000 

16,000 

20,000 

5,000 

20,000 

25,000 

$40,500 

$162,000 

$202,500 

$466,000 

$142,372 

$608,000 

$506,500 

$304,372 

$810,500 

*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1 . OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Hasher 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  and  install  one  bus  washer  at  the  City's  transit  maintenance 
faci 1 i ty . 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garage 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-7  (Draft  SRTP)  FY  87-88  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $92,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20X)  $23,000  TDA  Article  4 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $115,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal  Codes) 

NEPA  STATUS:  Federal  exemption  per  23  CFR  771115  (b) (20) 

CEQA  STATUS:  California  exemption  per  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15301(e) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  HITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contact  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendi x 

If'yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 
Referenced  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Present  fleet  of  8 buses  are  now  being  washed  by  hand.  The  washer  will 
eliminate  this  inconvenience  and  reduce  labor  costs.  In  addition,  the 
fixed-route  and  demand  response  fleets  are  being  expanded.  Fairfield 
Transit  will  be  consolidated  with  Suisun  Transit  within  the  next  year. 
Consolidation  will  require  the  purchase  of  two  additional  30  foot  buses 
and  possibly  another  demand  response  vehicle. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1 . OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Various  improvements  will  be  made  to  stops  including  sign  replacement, 
information  displays,  shelters  and  access  improvements. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-7  (Draft  SRTP)  FY  1987-88  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $34,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  8,500  TDA  Article  4 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  42,500 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal  Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS:  California  exemption  per  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  1 5301 ( c ) ( d ) 

NEPA  STATUS:  Federal  Exemption  per  23  CFR  771115  (b)(20) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendi x 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendi x 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Since  inception  of  service  the  transit  system  has  undergone  numerous 
changes.  During  this  period  various  bus  stop  signs  have  been  used,  access 
standards  to  the  stops  modified,  and  shelters  placed  at  high  volume 
locations.  This  project  would  replace  obsolete  signage,  Improve 
handicapped  access  to  several  stops,  purchase  and  install  additional 
shelters,  enhance  information  displays  at  shelters  and  stops,  and  make 
other  miscellaneous  improvements. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Driver  Shuttles  (2) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  of  two  (2)  driver  shuttle  cars. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (3)  Service  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-7  (Draft  SRTP)  FY  87-88  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$16,000 

UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201) 

$4,000 

TDA  Article  4 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $20,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal  Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS:  California  exemption  per  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15301 

NEPA  STATUS:  Federal  exemption  per  23  CFR  77115  (b) (20) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendi x 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contact  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendi x 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "Yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Fairfield  Transit  has  two  automobiles  which  are  used  by  the  bus  drivers  to 
shuttle  between  locations.  This  activity  occurs  throughout  the  day  and  is 
necessary  to  ensure  service  is  not  disrupted.  One  vehicle  was 
manufactured  in  1972  the  other  in  1973.  Both  will  exceed  the  100,000  mile 
mark  during  FY  1988-89  and  are  extremely  costly  to  maintain  and  operate. 

It  is  the  Transit  Systems  policy  to  evaluate  service  vehicles  when  they 
near  100,000  miles.  Replacement  vehicles  will  insure  greater  reliability 
and  reduce  operating  costs. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Engines  (2) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  two  (2)  replacement  engines  for  1982  model  Gillig  Phantoms. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-7  (Draft  SRTP)  FY  87-88  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $20,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $5,000  TDA  Article  4 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  25,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal  Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS:  California  exemption  per  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15301 

NEPA  STATUS:  Federal  exemption  per  23  CFR  771115  (b)(20) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendi x 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

__X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

If  "Yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Fairfield  Transit  has  four  1982  and  four  1985  Gillig  Phantoms. 

Maintenance  costs  for  the  1982  models  have  continued  to  rise  and  engine 
replacements  are  anticipated  for  two  of  the  vehicles  during  FY  1988-89. 
Because  the  new  engines  will  be  more  efficient  and  of  a better  design  than 
the  existing  ones,  maintenance  costs  for  the  1982  model  buses  should 
decrease.  In  addition,  fewer  road  calls  will  occur  which  should  translate 
into  fewer  service  disruptions. 
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FY  1988-89  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
NAPA  URBANIZED  AREA 


(6858a) 


URBANIZED  AREA 
NAPA 


APPORTIONMENT: 


DESIGNATED  RECIPIENT: 

Metropolitan  Transp.  Commission 

UTMA  Sec. 9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  (Dollars) 


OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


NAPA  307,680 


Subtotal  307,680 

CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


NAPA 

Maintenance  Equipment  8,000 
Automatic  Bus  Washer  52,000 
Maintenance  Facility  Improvments  20,000 


Subtotal  80,000 


FY  1987-88  Carryover  $564,595 

FY  1987-88  Estimate  $467,616 


Total  $1,032,211 


Cumulative  Local  Total 

Total  Match  1988-89  Cost 


307,680 


2,000  10,000 

13,000  65,000 

5,000  25,000 


20,000  100,000 

387,680 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  Napa 

Designated  Recipient:  Governor  of 
Cal i forni a 

Grantee:  Napa 
Program  Number  CA-90- 

Proiect  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Purchase  Minor  Maintenance 
Equi pment 

2.  Purchase  Automatic  Bus  Hasher 

3.  Expand  Maintenance  Facility 

Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 
Totals 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $467,616 

Carryover  funds  564,595 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $1,032,211 


Local 

Federal 

Total 

$2,000 

$8,000 

$10,000 

13,000 

52,000 

65,000 

5,000 

20,000 

25,000 

$20,000 

$80,000 

$100,000 

$342,000 

$307,680 

$649,680 

$362,000 

$387,680 

$749,680 

*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1 . OPERATOR:  City  of  Napa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Maintenance  Equipment 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  minor  maintenance  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (16)  - Maintenance  Equipment 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-8,  7-10 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $8,000 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $2,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $10,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  1986-87  - $10,000 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR , Sec.  771.115(b)  Class  II  (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  CE  Class  1 - Title  14,  CAC  Sec.  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  6-18 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference  


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
UMTA  Section  9 
TDA  Article  4 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  


12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Acquisition  of  air  condition  service  equipment,  electronics  tune-up 
specialized  tools,  and  tire  changing  equipment  will  improve  and  prolong 
life  of  vehicles  and  enhance  in-house  capacity  for  ongoing  maintenance 
needs . 

Pursuant  to  City  policies  and  UMTA  guidelines,  the  purchase  of  this 
equipment  will  be  subject  to  the  competitive  bid  process. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1 . OPERATOR:  City  of  Napa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Washer 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Automatic  bus  washer  to  facilitate  efficient  exterior  maintenance  of  UMTA 
- funded  coaches. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  - Vehicle  Maintenance  shops  and  garage. 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pg.  7-8  & 7-9  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $52,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $13,000  TDA  Article  4 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $65,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  Sec.  771.115(b)  Class  11(19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  CE  Class  3 - title  14,  CAC,  Sec.  15303 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference  6-18 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Acquisition  of  an  automatic  bus  washer  will  allow  faster  cleaning  of  bus 
exteriors,  thereby  allowing  the  bus  washing/fueling  employee  more  time  to 
spend  in  interior  cleaning  and  maintenance.  The  new  bus  washer  will  also 
recycle  water,  which  cannot  be  done  when  buses  are  washed  by  hand. 

Pursuant  to  City  policies  and  UMTA  guidelines,  this  project  will  be 
subject  to  the  competitive  bid  process. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC’S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 


1 . OPERATOR:  City  of  Napa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Maintenance  Shop  Expansion 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Phase  I - design  and  engineering  of  an  additional  bus  bay  to  the  existing 
maintenance  facility. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  - Vehicle  Maintenance,  Shops  & Garages 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-8,  7-9 

TIP  PAGE 

REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$20,000 

UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201) 

$5,000 

TDA 

Arti cl e 4 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $25,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR , Sec.  771.115(b)  Class  II,  (9) 

CEQA  STATUS:  CE  Class  3,  Title  14,  CAC  Sec.  15303 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  6-18 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  projects? 

_X No. Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  were  these  proposals  evaluated? 

Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? 

Reference  
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Improve  shop  capacity  and  safety  through  addition  of  one  more  bus  bay  to 
maintenance  building.  This  part  of  the  project  will  pay  for  the  design, 
engineering,  and  final  cost  estimation  for  construction.  The  2nd  part  of 
the  project,  programmed  for  FY  1990-91,  will  cover  construction  of  the 
bay,  including  installation  of  an  axle  contact  lift  and  an  extensive 
ventilation  system. 

The  planning  and  engineering  for  this  facility  may  be  done  in-house.  A 
brief  "value  engineering"  analysis  will  be  done  to  determine  the  most  cost 
effective  way  to  complete  this  portion  of  the  project. 
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FY  1988-89  SECTION  9 PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS 
SANTA  ROSA  URBANIZED  AREA 


(6858a) 
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URBANIZED  are I 
SANTA  ROSA 


APPORTIONMENT : 


FY  1987-88  Carryover  $634,169 

FY  1988-89  Estimate  $980,902 


Total 


$1,615,071 


DESIGNATED  RECIPIENT: 

Metropolitan  Transp.  Cormission 

UTMA  Sec. 9 Cunulative  Local 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  (Dollars)  Total  Match 


Total 

1988-89  Cost 


OPERATING  ASSISTANCE 


SANTA  ROSA  667,000 

SONOMA  COUNTY  0 


Subtotal  667,000 


CAPITAL  PROJECTS 


SANTA  ROSA 

Replacement  Buses  256,000 


667,000 


64,000  320,000 


Subtotal  256,000  64,000  320,000 

923,000 

SONOMA  COUNTY 

Expansion  Buses  324,000  81,000  405,000 


Subtotal  324,000 


1,247,000 


81,000  405,000 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  Santa  Rosa 

Designated  Recipient:  Governor  of 
Cal i forni a 

Grantee:  Santa  Rosa 
Program  Number  CA-90- 

Proiect  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Replace  two  35-ft.  Buses 
Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

Subtotal  Operating 
Total s 


Estimated  Apportionment 

for  FY  1989:  $980,902 

Carryover  funds  634,169 

Transfer  funds  -0- 

Carryover  transfer  funds  -0- 

Total  funds  available  $1,615,071 


Local 

Federal 

Total 

$64,000 

$256,000 

$320,000 

$64,000 

$256,000 

$320,000 

$1 ,396,000 

$667,000 

$2,063,000 

$1 ,460,000 

$923,000 

$2,383,000 

*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Santa  Rosa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Two  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  of  two  35  ft.  long  buses  fully  accessible 

with  registering  fareboxes  to  replace  two  smaller 
buses 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  3-8  and  7-2  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $256,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $ 64,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $320,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS:  CE  14  Calif.  Admin.  Code  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR  NO. 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contact  for  the  above 
named  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

_X_  No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

If'yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 
Referenced  
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12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 


Replacement  of  two  23-passenger  Chance  buses  (1981  and  1982)  with  two 
35-passenger  fully  accessible  buses.  The  buses  being  replaced  are  not 
wheelchair  lift-equipped.  As  small  buses  (under  30  ft.)  they  can  be 
replaced  after  7 years.  The  new  buses  will  be  placed  in  service  in 
mi d- 1 990  (end  of  FY  1990  or  beginning  of  1991)  replacing  buses  which  will 
then  be  9 and  8 years  old.  They  are  programmed  in  FY  1989  to  allow 
sufficient  time  to  prepare  specs  and  to  solicit  bids,  and  for 
manufacturing  time. 
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SECTION  9 

PROGRAM  OF  PROJECTS  AND  BUDGET 


Urbanized  Area:  Santa  Rosa 

Designated  Recipient:  Governor  of 
Cali fornia 

Grantee:  Sonoma  County 
Program  Number  CA-90- 


Estimated  Apportionment 
for  FY  1989: 

Carryover  funds 
Transfer  funds 
Carryover  transfer  funds 
Total  funds  available 


Project  Description 

I.  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 
80/20  Funding: 

1.  Purchase  3 Expansion  Buses 
Subtotal  Capital 

II.  OPERATING  ASSISTANCE* 

NONE 

Total s 


Local  Federal 

$81,000  $324,000 

$81,000  $324,000 

$81,000  $324,000 


*for  period  from  July  1,  1988  to  June  30,  1989 


$980,902 

634,169 

-0- 

-0- 

$1 ,615,071 


Total 


$405,000 

$405,000 


$405,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  OF  HTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL 
PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  Sonoma  County  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Three  (3)  expansion  buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  three  (3)  wheelchair  accessible  buses  less  than  thirty  feet  in 
length  to  accommodate  planned  future  service  expansion. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  Revenue  Vehicle 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7.01  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $324,000  UMTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (201)  $81,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $405,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-09-X174  and  CA-90-X268 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  state  and  federal  codes) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.115(B)  (20)  Negative  Declaration. 

CEQA  STATUS:  Section  15301  Categorical  Exemption 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (CIRCULAR 
7005.1). 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project,  as 
set  forth  by  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Pq.  3.28 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct 
or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

No.  _X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Competitive  Bid  Process 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named 
project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 

regarding  this  project? 

_X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

If  "yes",  how  have  these  been  addressed? 

Reference  

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

In  September  1987,  SCT  applied  for  a $531,224  Section  9 grant  from  the 
Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration  (UMTA)  for  the  purchase  of  five 
replacement/expansion  buses.  When  delivered,  these  buses  will  allow  for 
the  retirement  of  three  1960  GMC  coaches  and  provide  two  buses  for 
expansion  purposes.  In  September  1988,  SCT  will  award  a contract  for  the 
purchase  of  these  five  buses,  plus  an  option  for  three  additional  buses  to 
be  purchased  within  six  months  of  contract  award.  At  this  time  it  is 
unknown  who  the  manufacturer  will  be. 

SCT  is  presently  seeking  a $324,000  Section  9 grant  for  the  purchase  of 
the  three  buses  allowed  under  the  option  described  above.  SCT  wishes  to 
exercise  this  option  at  this  time  to  ensure  that  all  the  vehicles 
purchased  with  this  grant  and  the  previous  grant  (CA-90-X268)  are 
identical.  This  is  desirable  since  this  purchase  is  for  a relatively 
small  number  of  vehicles,  and  that  five  vehicles  from  one  manufacturer  and 
three  from  another  is  not  favored.  In  addition,  some  economies  of  scale 
exist  when  buying  one  vehicle  type,  in  that  maintaining  an  adequate  parts 
inventory  is  less  costly  for  one  vehicle  type  than  two. 

SCT 1 s five-year  fleet  requirement  plan  as  presented  in  the  1988-93  Short 
Range  Transit  Plan  Update  demonstrates  that  SCT  will  be  shifting  its  fleet 
composition  from  standard  coaches  to  a mixed  fleet  of  large  and  small 
buses.  It  is  anticipated  that  SCT  will  take  delivery  of  the  first  five 
vehicles  (grant  1)  during  the  spring  of  1989  and  the  remaining  three  from 
the  present  grant  application  (grant  2)  in  the  fall/winter  of  1989.  Once 
all  vehicles  are  received,  SCT's  overall  peak  demand  requirement  will  be 
78.951*  of  the  total  fleet.  Vehicles  classified  as  those  available  as 
spares  and  for  maintenance/repairs  represent  10.53*  and  7.891* 
respectively.  One  vehicle  will  be  available  to  provide  back-up  accessible 
service  for  SCT  and  for  use  by  SCT  road  supervisors.  This  vehicle  will 
also  be  available  for  use  on  an  emergency  basis  by  the  Sonoma  Care-A-Van 
and  Mendocino  Transit  Authority.  Sonoma  County  contracts  with  both  these 
operators  to  provide  transit  service  within  the  County's  unincorporated 
areas  not  served  by  Sonoma  County  Transit. 

Through  the  five-year  period  FY  1989-93,  SCT  will  add  a net  increase  of 
six  small  buses,  at  peak,  to  implement  planned  service  additions  per  the 
SRTP.  In  the  immediate  fiscal  year  (1988-89),  SCT  will  be  replacing  the 
deployment  of  its  standard  coaches  with  three  smaller  coaches  on  routes 
10,11,12,14,  and  26. 

* FY  1989-90 
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Project  Timeline 


The  attached  implementation  schedule  and  expenditure  plan  summarizes  the 
project  timeline  from  grant  award  to  delivery.  However,  since  the  three 
bus  purchase  (grant  no.  2)  is  an  option  from  the  previous  five  bus 
purchase  (grant  no.  1),  it  is  necessary  to  understand  the  project  timeline 
for  the  purchase  of  all  vehicles.  As  shown  below,  SCT  will  award  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  first  five  buses  in  August/September  of 

1988.  Estimating  a nine  month  construction  period,  delivery  of  these 
vehicles  is  anticipated  in  April/May  of  1989.  From  the  time  of  the 
initial  contract  award  for  the  five  buses,  SCT  has  six  months  from  that 
date  to  exercise  its  option  for  the  three  additional  buses.  It  is 
critical  that  SCT  receive  grant  approval  no  later  than  February  1989  to 
ensure  that  the  option  can  be  used.  If  grant  approval  is  received  by 
February  1989,  vehicle  delivery  can  be  expected  by  October  or  November 

1989.  If  grant  approval  is  later  than  February  1989,  SCT  will  petition 
the  manufacturer  for  an  extension  of  the  option.  It  is  likely  that  the 
option  can  be  extended  to  one  year  from  initial  contract  award. 

1988  1989 

9 months* 

August/September  

(5)  bus  purchase,  + 

bid  award,  6 month 

grant  no.  1 ) option 

January/February 
(Grant  Approval , 

3 bus  purchase, 
grant  no.  2) 


9 months* 

October/November 

(Vehicle  Delivery) 
(grant  no.  2) 


Apri 1 /May 
(Vehicle  Delivery, 
grant  no.  1 ) 


* estimated  construction  period 
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